Google 


This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on library shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of a project 
to make the world’s books discoverable online. 


It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was never subject 
to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domain books 
are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that’s often difficult to discover. 


Marks, notations and other marginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book’s long journey from the 
publisher to a library and finally to you. 


Usage guidelines 


Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belong to the 
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing this resource, we have taken steps to 
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying. 


We also ask that you: 


+ Make non-commercial use of the files We designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these files for 
personal, non-commercial purposes. 


+ Refrain from automated querying Do not send automated queries of any sort to Google’s system: If you are conducting research on machine 
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encourage the 
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help. 


+ Maintain attribution The Google “watermark” you see on each file is essential for informing people about this project and helping them find 
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it. 


+ Keep it legal Whatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume that just 
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users in other 
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can’t offer guidance on whether any specific use of 
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book’s appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in any manner 
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liability can be quite severe. 


About Google Book Search 


Google’s mission is to organize the world’s information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps readers 
discover the world’s books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on the web 


atthtto: //books.gqoogle.com/ 











COD .SINAIT . SYR. XVI. 
WZ 5— 28 9 nostrae editionis 





To face title-page 


Be 


TEXTS AND STUDIES 


CONTRIBUTIONS TO 
BIBLICAL AND PATRISTIC LITERATURE 


EDITED BY 


J. ARMITAGE ROBINSON B.D. 


FELLOW OF CHRIST’S8 COLLEGE CAMBRIDGE 


VOL. I. 


THE APOLOGY OF ARISTIDES 
THE PASSION OF 8. PERPETUA 
THE LORD’S PRAYER IN THE EARLY CHURCH 
THE FRAGMENTS OF HERACLEON 


CAMBRIDGE 
AT THE UNIVERSITY PRESS 
1891 


€ 


THE APOLOGY OF ARISTIDES 


ON BEHALF OF THE CHRISTIANS 


FROM A SYRIAC MS. PRESERVED ON MOUNT SINAI 


EDITED 
WITH AN INTRODUCTION AND TRANSLATION BY 


J. RENDEL HARRIS M.A. 


FORMERLY FELLOW OF CLARE COLLEGE CAMBRIDGE 
AND NOW PROFESSOR OF BIBLICAL LANGUAGES IN 
HAVERFORD COLLEGE PENNSYLVANIA 


WITH AN APPENDIX 
CONTAINING THE MAIN PORTION OF 


THE ORIGINAL GREEK TEXT 


BY 


J. ARMITAGE ROBINSON M.A. 


FELLOW AND ASSISTANT TUTOR OF CHRIST'S COLLEGE CAMBRIDGE 


CAMBRIDGE 
AT THE UNIVERSITY PRESS 


1891 


[All Rights reserved] 


Cambridge : 
PRINTED BY ©. J. CLAY, M.A. AND SONS, 
AT THE UNIVERSITY PRESS. 


PREFACE. 


f hers first part of this tract contains the Syriac text of the lost 

Apology of Aristides, accompanied by such comments and 
elucidations as I have been able to give to the subject. It is my 
first venture in Syriac, and I am thankful to my learned friends 
who have from time to time assisted me with suggestions and 
criticisms for the elimination of some of the more glaring errors. 
Amongst them I may mention especially Professor Bensly, of 
Cambridge, and Professor Isaac A. Hall, of New York. In the 
attempt to give the Armenian fragments of the Apology, in such 
a form as may make them accessible for critical use, I have had 
the valuable aid of Mr Conybeare, of Oxford, who placed at my 
disposal the results of his own work at Edschmiazin. 

When the pages were almost through the printer’s hands, my 
friend Mr J. A. Robinson, of Christ’s College, by one of those 
happy accidents, as we call them, upon which progress depends, 
discovered that substantially the whole of the Greek text was 
extant, and had been incorporated in that charming half-Greek 
and half-Oriental story, the Lives of Barlaam and Joasaph. Of 
course this means that, for the greater part of the Apology of 
Aristides, we have copies and versions in good number (Greek, 
Latin, Ethiopic, Arabic, Old French, etc.). This opens quite a new 
field before the student of Christian Apologetics. Need I say how 
gladly I make way for him in the Appendix, which will really 
be the text itself; and that I say in the language of the Acts 
of St Perpetua: “Hic ordinem totum Apologiae iam hinc ipse 
narrabit...manu sua et suo sensu.” 


J. RENDEL HARRIS. 


NOTE. 


WITH the aid of the photographs taken by Prof. Harris the 
Syriac text has been carefully revised by Prof. Bensly, who has 
taken special pains with the reproduction of the punctuation of 
the MS. There seems occasionally to be some deviation from the 
ordinary system in the use of the diacritical points: but as it is 
impossible to tell from the photographs to what date the punc- 
tuation belongs, it has seemed better to reproduce it without 
attempting to mend ifs, 

The English translation~yas in the first instance made by 
Prof. Harris: but the discovery of the Greek made it necessary 
that it should undergo a complete revision, in order that scholars 
who do not read Syriac might be able to form a better estimate of 
the relation of the Syriac to the Greek, than could be given by 
a translation made without any reference to the latter. Moreover 
in several places the Greek cast new light upon the Syriac where 
it was obscure before. The task of revision would have been 
entirely beyond my power, but for the kind patience of Prof. 
“Bensly, who allowed me to read the whole piece through with 
him. At his suggestion too I have added, within brackets, a few 
notes in addition to those made by Prof. Harris. 

The Facsimile of a page of the Syriac MS. has been made 
from one of Prof. Harris’s photographs. It corresponds with 
ma 5—=9 9 of this edition. 


J. A. R. 
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ERRATA. 


Vol. 1. No. 1, p. 36, ll. 14, 15 for “ which we have spoken concerning him’? read 
‘¢goncerning which we have spoken” 


p. 45, 1. 7 omit ‘ forward” 
p. w, 1.8 for Lmat> read WwaDAtS> 
No. 2, p. 5, 1. 20 for ‘“ omission” read ‘‘ omissions” 
p. 25, 1. 24 for “ There” read ‘‘ These” 
p. 56, 1, 5 for “ Adv. Mare. 8” read ‘Adv. Mare. v. 8” 
p. 77, 1. 35 for WHY read BY 
No. 3, p. 64, 1. 35 for ‘¢ Bp Wordsworth” read ‘‘Dr Sanday” 
No. 4, p. 5, 1. 31 after ter AtCo* insert yo" 


- ew eee ane anand) ce tadantadl oT A mahts 


Jerome had also ventured the opinion that the Apology was 
woven out of materials derived from the philosophers: but it 
was almost impossible to put any faith in Jerome's statements, 
which are usually mere editorial expansions and colourings of 
what he found in the pages of Eusebius. Not that there was any 
a priort improbability in the opinion that one Christian Apologist 
had imitated another, for almost all the Apologies that are known 
to us are painfully alike, and it would not be difficult to maintain 
of any two of them selected at random that one of them had 
borrowed from or imitated the other. The difficulty lay in the 
want of literary faith in statements made by Jerome ; but even if 
H. A. 1 
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INTRODUCTION. 


THE present volume contains one of the earliest of the 
Apologies made to the Roman Emperors on behalf of the 
Christians, that, namely, which was said to have been presented 
to the Emperor Hadrian by an Athenian philosopher of the 
name of Aristides. Our information concerning this Apology has 
hitherto been of the scantiest kind, depending chiefly upon certain 
allusions of Eusebius in his Ecclesiastical History and in his 
Chronicon ; as Eusebius did not, however, preserve any extracts 
from the book and presents only a most obscure figure in a 
philosopher's garb as its author, while subsequent writers have 
added little or nothing to what they found in Eusebius, it must 
be admitted that our ideas as to the character and scope of one 
of the earliest apologetic treatises on Christianity were about as 
vague as it was possible for them to be. It is true that there was 
a suspicion abroad which came from Jerome that the lost work 
of Aristides had been imitated by Justin in his Apology, and 
Jerome had also ventured the opinion that the Apology was 
woven out of materials derived from the philosophers: but it 
was almost impossible to put any faith in Jerome’s statements, 
which are usually mere editorial expansions and colourings of 
what he found in the pages of Eusebius. Not that there was any 
a priort improbability in the opinion that one Christian Apologist 
had imitated another, for almost all the Apologies that are known 
to us are painfully alike, and it would not be difficult to maintain 
of any two of them selected at random that one of them had 
borrowed from or imitated the other. The difficulty lay in the 
want of literary faith in statements made by Jerome; but even if 
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this confidence had not been wanting, we should not have been 
very much the wiser. 

In the case of a companion Apology to that of Aristides, 
we were more happily placed for forming an opinion; since 
Eusebius not only describes an Apology presented to the Emperor 
Hadrian by a certain Quadratus, at the time of one of the imperial 
visits to Athens, but gives us also some striking and powerful 
sentences, just enough to convince one that the document was 
marked by argumentative force and spiritual ingight, and could 
not have been a mere conventional tirade against paganism. 
Until recent times, then, all that could be said on the subject 
of these lost Apologies was that we had Eusebian tradition for 
their existence, Eusebian authority for their date, and a Eusebian 
extract from one of them as a specimen of sub-apostolic defence, 
a mere brick from a vanished house. 

The mist, however, lifted some time ago, when the learned 
Armenians of the Lazarist monastery at Venice added to the 
obligations under which they have so often laid the scholarly and 
Christian world, by publishing an Armenian translation of the 
opening chapters of the lost Apology of Aristides; and although 
their document was received in some quarters’ with incredulity, 
it will be seen, by what we have presently to bring forward, that 
the fragment which they printed was rightly entitled, and that 
they had at least made the way for a satisfactory conception of 


1 Especially by M. Renan, who in his Origines de Christianisme, vol. v1. p. vi. 
says: “Le présent volume était imprimé quand j’ai eu connaissance d’une 
publication des mékhitaristes de Venise contenant en Arménien, avec traduction 
Latine, deux morceaux, dont l’un serait l’Apologie adressée par Aristide & Adrien. 
L’authenticité de cette pidce ne soutient pas l’examen. C’est une composition 
plate, qui répondrait bien mal A ce que Eusébe et S. Jérome disent du talent 
de l’auteur et surtout a cette particularité que l’ouvrage était contextum philoso- 
phorum sententiis, L’écrit Arménien ne présente pas une seule citation d’auteur 
profane. La théologie qu’on y trouve, en ce qui concerne la Trinité, l’incarnation, 
la qualité de mére de Dieu attribuée 4 Marie, est postérieure au Iv® sidcle. 
L’érudition historique ou plutét mythologique est aussi bien indigne d’un écrivain 
du 1° siécle. Le second ‘sermon’ publié par les mékhitaristes a encore moins 
de droit a étre attribué au philosophe Chrétien d’Athénes: le manuscrit porte 
Aristaeus: o’est une homélie insignificable sur le bon larron.” 

M. Renan was rightly opposed in this sweeping negation of authenticity by 
Doulcet, who pointed out relations between Aristides and the Timaeus as a 
justification of the philosophical character of the work. Unfortunately Doulcet 
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the dogmatics which underlay the apologetics. This was a great 
gain. Moreover their published fragment shewed traces of an 
interesting originality of method in the classification of the 
religious beliefs of the time. 

Our contribution to the subject consists of a Syriac translation 
of the whole, or substantially the whole, of the missing Apology. 
We were so happy as to discover this text in a volume of Syriac 
extracts preserved in the library of the convent of St Catharine, 
upon Mount Sinai, during a delightful visit which we paid to 
those majestic solitudes and silences in the spring of 1889. Our 
copy has suffered somewhat in the course of time from suc- 
cessive transcriptions, and needs occasionally the hand of the 
critical corrector. The language and thought of the writer are, 
however, so simple and straightforward that the limits of error are 
much narrower than they would be in a document where the struc- 
ture was more highly complicated; the unintelligible sentences 
which accumulate in a translation so much more rapidly than 
in the copying of an original document, are almost entirely 
absent. In fact the writer is more of a child than a philosopher, 
a child well-trained in creed and well-practised in ethics, rather 
than either a dogmatist defending a new system or an iconoclast 
destroying an old one: but this simplicity of treatment, so far 
from being a weakness, adds often greatly to the natural im- 
pressiveness of the subject and gives the work a place by the 
side of the best Christian writing of his age. But, before going 
further, 1t will be best to describe a little more closely the volume 
from which our text is taken. 


Description of the MS. 


The MS. from which we have copied is numbered 16 amongst 
the Syriac MSS. of the Sinaitic convent. The MS. may be 


went too far, by trying to identify Aristides with the author of the Epistle to 
Diognetus. 
Harnack (Theol. LZ. 1879, no. 16, col. 375 f.) was very favourable to the 
genuineness of the fragment, and made some excellent points in its defence. 
M. Renan will now have the opportunity of verifying for himself that the term 
Theotokos, to which he objected so strongly as savouring of the fourth century, is 
not in the Syriac text. 


ow 1—2 
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referred to the 7th century, and is written in two columns to 
the page. The book is made up of a number of separate treatises 
and extracts, almost all of which are ethical in character. Thus 
on fol. 1b we have 


rOaiGs So 02005 Witasods Wipan jan dua 


réistacal 
or, the history of the Lives of the Fathers, translated from Greek 
into Syriac. 
On fol. 2b 


hiss analor am awa. ba 


Apparently we have here the Liber Paradis: or Lives of 
the Holy Fathers of the Desert, of which many copies exist 
in Greek, though it may be doubted whether there is any critical 
edition. Some portions of this Syriac version were published at 
Upsala by Tullberg and his disciples, in 1851, from MSS. in the 
Vatican and in the British Museum. In our MS. the current 
heading of the pages is 

mento eater Wduarh 
or, History of the Egyptian Hermits. 

After fol. 86 b two leaves appear to have been cut away. 
Fol. 87 6 bears the heading 

ptetass wales emson 

Of the holy Nilus the Solitary. 
At the foot of fol. 93a begins the Apology of Aristides. 
On fol. 105 a begins 


a LIK anwar oo As waatlaan th 1 
mas ais 


or, A discourse of Plutarch on the subject of a man’s being 
assisted by his enemy. 


At the foot of fol. 112 4 
matllaas miss wztax Jas etna he lp) 


or, A second discourse of the same Plutarch zrep) aoxnoews. 
Apparently this is the tract published by Lagarde in his Ana- 
lecta, pp. 177—186, and translated by Gildemeister and Biicheler, 
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On fol. 1216 = watXduaa hts 
A discourse of Pythagoras, 
probably the same as is published in Lagarde’s Analecta, pp. 195 
—201. 
On fol. 1264 wdrsas Jas wast\laas yar 


A discourse of Plutarch, on Anger, for which see Lagarde, 
Analecta Syriaca, pp. 186—195. 
On fol. 132 6 
Anny wha win As wassals Wtaws coh 
asad dn Weis laren 
A discourse of Lucius (Lucianus), that we should not receive 
slander against our friends: arept Tod uy padiws micrever SvaBory. 
Apparently the same as is given in Sachau, Inedita, pp. 1—16. 
On fol. 140 a 
mas As eaomlal sawn tds Soh 
A discourse made by a philosopher, De Anima: 
probably the same as 1s given in Sachau, I[nedita, as Philosophorum 


de anima sententiae. 
On fol. 143 a 


wat dua duss Whaamlia irhs wralasn 


or, the Counsel of Theano, a female philosopher of the school 
of Pythagoras: see Sachau, Jnedita, pp. 70—75, as Theano: 
Sententiae’. 
On fol. 1456 a collection of Sayings of the Philosophers, 
beginning with 
Tor cous» . alla, (Plato the Wise said). 
On fol. 1516 
etsal mans dlmass Marad caso Mids 
masal, muah hal mati’ pvc, 
A first discourse in explanation of Ecclesiastes, made by Mar 
John the Solitary for the blessed Theognis. See Wright’s Cat. of 
the Syr. MSS. in the Brit. Mus. p. 996. 
1 See Wright’s Catalogue, p. 1160. The general contents of this MS. (Brit. 
Mus. 987) should be compared with those of the MS. here described: it contains 


e.g. the Apology of Melito and the Hypomnemata of Ambrose, and various 
Philosophical treatises, 
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And from fol. 214a onward the volume is occupied with 
translations from the Homilies of Chrysostom on Matthew. 

The above description will shew something of the value of the 
MS. It will also suggest that it was the ethical character of the 
Apology of Aristides that secured its incorporation with the 
volume. Let us now pass on to discuss the effect which this 
recovered document has upon our estimate of the Eusebiar 
statements concerning the earliest Church Apologists. 


Artstides and Eusebius. 


According to the Chronicon of Eusebius we have the following 
date for the Apologies of Quadratus and Aristides : 


1. The Armenian version of the Chronicon gives under the 

year 124 A.D. as follows: 
Ol. A. Abr. Imp. Rom. 

“226 =. 2140 8° a Adrianus Eleusinarum rerum gnarus 
fuit multaque (dona) Atheniensium 
largitus est. 

* Romanorum ecclesiae episcopatum 
5 excepit septimus Telesphorus an- 
c nis XI. 

Codratus apostolorum auditor et Aristides nostri dogmatis 
(nostrae rei) philosophus Atheniensis Adriano supplicationes 
dedere apologeticas (apologiae, responsionis) ob mandatum. 
Acceperat tamen et a Serennio (s. Serenno) splendido praeside 
(iudice) scriptum de Christianis, quod nempe iniquum sit occidere 
eos solo rumore sine inquisitione, neque ulla accusatione. Scribit 
Armonicus Fundius (Phundius) proconsuli Asianorum ut sine ullo 
damno et incusatione non damnarentur; et exemplar edicti eius 
hucusque circumfertur. 

One of the Armenian MSS. (Cod. N) transfers this notice 
about the Apologists to the following year, and it is believed 
that this represents more exactly the time of Hadrian’s first 
visit to Athens (125—126 a.p.). With this agrees the dating 
of the Latin version of Jerome. We may say then that it is 
the intention of Eusebius to refer the presentation of both these 
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Apologies to the time when Hadrian was spending his first winter 
in Athens; and to make them the reason for the Imperial rescript 
to Minucius Fundanus which we find attached to the first Apology 
-of Justin Martyr. And since Minucius Fundanus and his pre- 
decessor Granianus were consuls suffect in the years 106 and 
107, it is not unreasonable to suppose that they held the Asian 
pro-consulate in the years A.D. 123 and 124, or 124 and 125. If 
then Aristides and Quadratus presented apologies to Hadrian, it is 
reasonable to connect these Apologies with his first Athenian 
winter and not with the second (A.D. 129—130). 

But here we begin to meet with difficulties; for, in the first 
place, much doubt has been thrown on the genuineness of the 
rescript of the emperor to Minucius Fundanus; in the second 
place there is a suspicious resemblance between Quadratus the 
Apologist and another Quadratus who was bishop of Athens in the 
reign of Antoninus Pius, succeeding to Publius whom Jerome 
affirms to have been martyred; and in the third place our 
newly-recovered document cannot by any possibility be referred 
to the period suggested by Eusebius, and there is only the barest 
possibility of its having been presented to the Emperor Hadrian 
at all. Let us examine this last point carefully, in order to answer, 
as far as our means will permit, the question as to the time of 
presentation of the Apology of Aristides and the person or persons 
to whom it was addressed. 

The Armenian fragment is headed as follows: 


To the Emperor Hadrian Caesar, from Aristides, philosopher 
of Athens. 


There is nothing, at first sight, to lead us to believe that this 
is the original heading; such a summary merely reflects the 
Eusebian tradition and might be immediately derived from it. 

When we turn to the Syriac Version, we find a somewhat 
similar preface, to the following effect. 


Apology made by Aristides the Philosopher before Hadrianus 
the King, concerning the worship of Almighty God. 


But this, which seems to be a mere literary heading, proper, 
shall we say, for one out of a collection of apologies, is immediately 
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followed by another introduction which cannot be anything else 
than a part of the primitive apology. It runs as follows: 


...Caesar Titus Hadrianus Antoninus, Worshipful and Clement, 
from Marcianus Aristides, philosopher of Athens, 


The additional information which we derive from this sentence 
is a sufficient guarantee of its genuineness; we have the first 
name of the philosopher given, as Marcianus; and we have the 
name of the emperor addressed given at length. ‘To our astonish- 
ment this is not Hadrian, but his successor Antoninus Pius, who 
bears the name of Hadrian by adoption from Publius Aelius 
Hadrianus. Unless therefore we can shew that there is an error 
or a deficiency in the opening sentence of the Apology we shall 
be obliged to refer it to the time of the emperor Antoninus Pius, 
and to say that Eusebius has made a mistake in reading the title 
of the Apology, or has followed some one who had made the 
mistake before him. And it seems tolerably clear that if an 
error exist at all in such a precise statement as ours, it must be 
of the nature of an omission. Let us see what can be urged in 
favour of this theory. We will imagine that the original title 
contained the names both of Hadrian and of Antoninus Pius, 
his adviser and companion, much in the same way as Justin opens 
his first Apology with the words, “to the Emperor Titus Aelius 
Hadrianus Antoninus Pius Augustus Caesar and to his son Veris- 
simus the Philosopher, and to Lucius the Philosopher, natural son 
of Caesar and adopted son of Pius,...I Justin...have written the 
following appeal and supplication.” In support of this theory we 
might urge the apparent dislocation of the opening sentence of 
our Apology. The Syriac version is clearly wrong in its punctua- 


tion, for example, since it transfers the expression Na guise 


(Almighty) to Caesar, by placing a colon after the word Weal 
(God). This is clearly impossible, for that the writer did not 
attempt to translate, say, avroxpatwp as if it were tavtToxpatwp 
will be evident from his correct use of the Divine attribute later 
on in his work. But even if the translator had been guilty of 
such a mistake, the case would not have been bettered, because 
Antonine would now have been styled Emperor as well as Caesar. 
But let us imagine if we please that the term Caesar or 
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Emperor Caesar belongs tv a previous name which has dropped 
out and supply the connective necessary, so as to read, “To the 
Emperor Aelius Hadrianus Augustus Caesar and to Titus Hadria- 
nus Antoninus.” In support of this we may urge that the 
adjectives which follow are marked in the Syriac with the sign 
of the plural, as if the writer imagined himself to be addressing 
more persons than one. Supposing then that this is the case 
we should still have to face the question as to the name given 
to Antonine; if he is called Hadrian, this must mean that the 
Apology is presented at some time subsequent to his adoption, 
which is generally understood to have taken place in the year 
A.D. 138, only a little while before Hadrian’s death. So that in 
any case we should be prohibited by our document from dating 
the Apology in question either in the first visit of Hadrian to 
Athens or in the second visit, and we should only have the 
barest possibility that it was presented to Hadrian at all. It 
would have, so to speak, to be read to him on his death-bed at 
Baiae. Seeing then the extreme difficulty of maintaining the 
Hadrianic or Eusebian hypothesis, we are driven to refer the 
Apology to the reign of Antoninus Pius, and to affirm that 
Eusebius made a mistake in reading or quoting the title of the 
book, in which mistake he has been followed by a host of other 
and later writers. If he followed a text which had the heading as 
in the Syriac, he has misunderstood the person spoken of as Hadrian 
the king; and if on the other hand he takes the opening sentences 
as his guide, he has made a superficial reference, which a closer 
reading would have corrected. All that is necessary to make the 
Syriac MS. intelligible is the introduction of a simple prepositional 
prefix before the imperial name, and the deletion of the ribbur 
points in the adjectives. 

Nor is this all; for there can be no doubt that the two 
adjectives in question (messawta rv ta co) are intended to 
represent two of the final titles of Antoninus: RasQ standing 
for the Greek X¢S8aords, which again is the equivalent of the 
Latin Augustus; and Wasasysa being the equivalent of the 
title Pius which the Roman Senate gave to Antoninus shortly 
after his accession and which the Greeks render by evoeSys. 
And it is precisely in this order that the titles are usually found, 
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viz. Augustus Pius, which the Syriac has treated as adjectives, 
and connected by a conjunction. Moreover this translation of 
evoeBns on the part of the Syriac interpreter shews that the 
meaning of the title is ‘clement’ or ‘compassionate,’ rather than 
that of mere filial duty, which agrees with what we find in a 
letter of Marcus Aurelius to Faustina; “haec (clementia) patrem 
tuum imprimis Pil nomine ornavit’.” 

Now how will this conclusion react upon the companion 
Apology of Quadratus? We could, no doubt, maintain that 
it leaves the question where it found it. The mistake made 
by Eusebius need not have been a double error, and the correct 
reference to Hadrian for Quadratus’s Apology would have furnished 
a starting-point for the incorrect reasoning with regard to Aristides. 
On this supposition we should simply erase the reference to Aristides 
from Eusebius and his imitators. 

But’ there is one difficulty to be faced, and that is the fact 
that we were in confusion over Quadratus before we reached any 
conclusion about Aristides. And our investigation has not helped 
to any elucidation of the confusion. Read for example the language 
in which Eusebius (H. LH. iv. 3) describes the presentation of the 
Apology, 

AlAuos “Adpiavos Stadéyetay Thy nyepoviav’ tovt@ Kodpartos 
Aoyor mpoctdwvncas avadidwowv, atroroyiay ouvtakas virép TIS 
ad’ nas OeoceBeias’ 
and compare it with the Greek of the Chronicon as preserved by 
Syncellus, 

Kodparos 6 (epos Tay atrogToNwy axovaTns Aidio ‘Adptave te 
avTOKpaTopl AOYoUS aTroNOYias UTép Xpiotiavev wxev’ 
and we naturally suspect with Harnack’ that the title must have 
been something like the following, 

NOxyos atoXoyias UTép THS TOV Xptotiavav OcoceBeias, 
and we are confirmed in this belief by finding that the Aristides 
Apology was also headed 
atroXoyta virép Tis OeoaeBeias' 
at least its literary heading must have been very like this. 
1 Quoted by Eckhel, Doctrina vii. Pt. 11. p. 36. This would seem to resolve the 
perplexity of Spartianus as to the origin of the name, 


2 Die griechischen Apologeten p.101. Ineed not say how much I am indebted to 
Harnack’s investigations. It will be apparent throughout these pages. 
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May we not also infer that the opening sentences of the 
Quadratus-Apology must have contained the dedication Adio 
“ASptave which we find suggested above? But when we have 
made these suppositions the similarity between the two apologies 
in the titles is very great, for Aelius Hadrianus is also a part 
of the adopted name of the emperor Antoninus. : 

And let us look at the matter from another point of view. 
One of our early sources of information about Quadratus, the 
bishop of Athens, is found in a passage of a letter of Dionysius 
of Corinth preserved by Eusebius, and certainly Dionysius of 
Corinth ought to be good authority for Athenian religious history 
of the time immediately preceding his own. Eusebius does not 
actually quote the letter which Dionysius wrote to the church at 
Athens, but he tells us its scope and makes it easy to divine 
its contents: his language is as follows: 

n 8¢ (€mtatoAn) mpos "AOnvaious Steyeptixy tmiatews Kal THs 
KaTa TO evayyédtov TroALTElas’ HS OALYwWPHaaVTAaS eAéyYeEL, WS dV 
puxpod Seiv arrocraytas Tov Adyou, é€& obmep Tov TpoEecTaTa avTaY 
lovirkcov paprupjoa: Kata Tous ToTe TUVEBN Siwypovs. Kodpdrov 
dé peta Tov paptupnocavta Lovrdwoy cataotdytos avrav émicKo- 
Tov péuvyntar’ émiaptupav, ws av dia THs avTOV aTrovdNs ért- 
cuvaybévrwv, cal THs TicTews avalwrupnatw EiAnxYoTwv. 

From this it would naturally be inferred that the Quadratus 
mentioned in the letter was a contemporary of Dionysius of 
Corinth ; for the latter writes to the Athenians at once convicting 
them of slackness in the faith, and congratulating them on their 
happy revival under the ministration of Quadratus. And since 
Dionysius writes letters also to Soter, the bishop of Rome, who 
belongs to the early years of Marcus Aurelius, we should probably 
say that Quadratus was not very much earlier than this, which 
would place him in the reign of Antoninus Pius. And the 
persecution at Athens which ended in the martyrdom of Publius 
must therefore fall in the same reign. Now Jerome (de Virr. ill. 
§ 19) identifies this Quadratus, the bishop of Athens, with the 
Apologist’, and consequently pushes back the persecution into the 


1 «Quadratus apostolorum discipulus, Publio Athenarum episcopo ob Christi 
fidem martyrio coronato, in locum eius substituitur et ecclesiam grandi terrore 
dispersam fide et industria sua congregat. Cumque Hadrianus Athenis exegisset 
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reign of Hadrian. We do not indeed attach any especial weight 
to Jerome’s statement as to the time of the persecution, which is 
simply a combination made up out of passages from Eusebius 
concerning Quadratus and Dionysius with slight amplifications. 
He can hardly be right in placing the persecution under the reign 
of Hadrian, for, as Lightfoot points out’, Eusebius, from whom 
he draws his facts, knows nothing about it: moreover we have 
information from Melito* that Antoninus Pius did actually write 
to Athens to suppress a persecution of the Christians. But, on 
the other hand, may he not be right after all in his identification 
of the bishop Quadratus with the Apologist, and do not the 
circumstances of the persecution suggested by Melito and testified 
to by Dionysius exactly suit the presentation of the Apology to 
the emperor ? 

While then we would readily admit that, as long as the 
Apology of Aristides was held to belong to the time of an 
Athenian visit of Hadrian, the Apology of Quadratus naturally 
remained with it, yet on the other hand when the Hadrian 
hypothesis is untenable for Aristides, will not the Quadratus- 
bishop and Quadratus-apologist naturally run together, and be 
one and the same person? Or is there anything to prevent the 
identification? The words ‘apostolorum discipulus, used by 
Jerome, and the corresponding words of Eusebius, aooroAwy 
axovorns, can hardly be held to militate seriously against this 
hypothesis, for they are evident deductions from the passage which 
Kusebius quotes from the Apology of Quadratus about the sick 
people healed by the Lord, ‘some of whom continued down to our 
times. Jerome says boldly that Quadratus had seen very many 
of the subjects of our Lord’s miracles; which is in any case a gross 
exaggeration. But if such persons, either many or few, had really 
lived into the age of Quadratus, it would be very difficult to place 


hiemem, invisens Eleusinam, et omnibus paene Graeciae sacris initiatus dedisset 
occasionem his, qui Christianos oderant, absque praecepto imperatoris vexare 
credentes, porrexit ei librum &c.” 

1 Lightfoot, Ignatius, ed. ii. 11. 541. 

2 Kuseb. H. E. rv. 26, ex apologia Melitonis, 6 6¢ rarnp cov xal cod Td obprayra 
Stocxodvros avr@, Tats wodeoe wept Tod pnddv vewrepl{ew wept judv Eypayev’ év ols Kal 
mpds Aapiocalous kat rpds Oecoadovixe’s kal ’AOnvalovs kal rpds rdvras ENAnvas. This 
certainly looks like an outbreak of persecution in Greece. 
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the Apologist in the reign of Antoninus Pius. Unless, therefore, 
it can be maintained that the language quoted by Eusebius from 
Quadratus is an exaggeration or a misunderstanding we can 
hardly identify the bishop with the apologist. This is the furthest 
point to which the evidence carries the argument. 

And now let us return to Aristides and see whether we can 
determine anything further concerning the time and manner of. 
presentation of the Apology. 

And first of all we may say that the simplicity of the style 
of the Apology is in favour of an early date. The religious ideas 
and practices are of an antique cast. The ethics shew a remarkable 
continuity with Jewish ethics: the care for the stranger and the 
friendless, the burial of the dead and the like, are given as 
characteristic virtues both of Judaism and of Christianity. Indeed 
we may say that one of the surprising things about the Apology 
is the friendly tone in which the Jews are spoken of: one certainly 
would not suspect that the chasm between the Church and the 
Synagogue had become as practically impassable as we find it in 
the middle of the second century. There is no sign of the hostile 
tone which we find towards the Jews in the martyrdom of Polycarp, 
and nothing like the severity of contempt which we find in the 
Epistle to Diognetus. If the Church is not in the writer's time 
any longer under the wing of the Synagogue, it has apparently 
no objection to taking the Synagogue occasionally under its own 
wing. 

Such a consideration seems to be a mark of antiquity, and one 
would, therefore, prefer to believe, if it were possible, that the 
Apology was earlier than the Jewish revolt under Bar-Cochab. 
But since we have shewn that view to be untenable (and yet how 
attractive if we could place Aristides in the second visit of Hadrian 
to Athens, and Quadratus in the first!) we must content ourselves 
with seeking as early a date as is consistent with the super- 
scriptions. 

Another point that seems ancient about our Apology is that 
it contains traces, and very interesting traces, of the use of 
a creed, very similar to the Apostolic Symbol, but involving 
certain notable points of difference. We shall discuss the question 
more at length by and by; but at present it will be interesting 
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to notice, especially in view of the obviously friendly attitude of 
the writer towards the Jews, that his creed contained a clause to 
the effect that : 

‘He. was crucified by the Jews,’ 


perhaps without the clause that was current in later times, ‘ under 
Pontius Pilate.’ Now I am aware that there are some persons 
to whom this will seem an argument for a later date; for example 
M. Renan, Origines vi. p. 277, says: “les Chrétiens commencaient 
a faire retomber sur l'ensemble de la nation juive un reproche 
que sirement ni Pierre ni Jacques ni l’auteur de l’Apocalypse 
ne songeaient & lui adresser, celui d’avoir crucifié Jésus.” It 
would be interesting however to compare this statement of 
M. Renan with the language of Peter in Acts 1. 36, “Whom ye 
crucified ;” of James in Ep. v. 6, “ye murdered the Just;” or 
with the writer of the Apocalypse where he describes Jerusalem 
as the spiritual Sodom and Egypt, “where also our Lord was 
crucified.” an 

The very same charge is made by Justin in his dialogue with 
Trypho’, who uses language very similar to that of the Epistle of 
James, and in discussing the miseries which have befallen the 
Jewish race, says pointedly “Fairly and justly have these things 
come upon you; for Ye slew the Just One.” Why should we 
assume such a sentiment to be a mark of late date ? 

These references do not, however, suggest that the sentence 
in question was in the Creed. To prove that, we should have to 
go much farther afield, for the known forms of early creeds do 
not seem to contain it: if, however, we were to examine the 
Apocryphal Christian Literature of the early centuries, we should, 
no doubt, find many traces of the lost sentence. For example, it 
comes over and over in the Apocryphal Acts of John, a Gnostic 
document which Wright edited and translated from the Syriac. 
Here we find the sentence frequently in the very connexion which 
it would have with other Christian dogmatic statements if it had 
been incorporated with some actual form of the Symbol of Faith. 
When we find that these Acts give us as the staple of Apostolic 
teaching that ) 


1 Dial, 16. 
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“The Jews crucified Him on the tree, 
And He died 
And ‘rose after three days, 
And He is God, 
And He ascended to Heaven 
And is at the right hand of His Father” 


we must admit that the sequence of ideas, and probably the very 
words, are from a Creed. 
The same thing is true when we find the Apostle speaking, 
and saying 
“In the name of Jesus the Messiah, God, 

Whom the Jews crucified and killed in Jerusalem; 

And He died and was buried 

And rose after three days: 

And lo! He is above in Heaven 

At the right hand of His Father.” 


At all events we may maintain that there is evidence for the 
diffusion of the Creed in early times under a slightly different 
form to that generally received, and if so, we may call it a mark 
of antiquity to have the Apology of Aristides expressing itself to 
that effect; for certainly no such sentence in the generally re- 
ceived Creed existed in later times, however widely the sentiment 
against the Jews may have been diffused. 

It is interesting also to compare the custom of the early Chris- 
tians in the matter of fasting, that they might relieve by their 
self-denial the necessities of the poor. This is precisely what we 
find described so fully in the Svmilitudes of Hermas (Sim. v. 
3), where the directions are given that on the day when we fast 
we are ourselves to eat only bread and water, and calculate the 
amount saved thereby and bestow it on the poor. Now very many 
of the later fathers teach the same doctrine, that fasting and alms 
are conjoined in duty and merit, and that it is proper, under cer- 
tain circumstances, for the church to call for such an expression of 
religion. But what makes for the antiquity of the Apology is that 
the whole church fasts, not merely one day, but two or three days, 
and that not by direction or rule, but because they are poor and 
have no other way of meeting the needs of those who are poorer 
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There are a few later references to Aristides to which we 
have drawn no attention hitherto, because it seemed to be impos- 
sible to extract any trustworthy data from them: they are as 
follows : 


(1) A passage in a letter of Jerome to Magnus, “ Aristides 
philosophus, vir eloquentissimus, eidem principi (Hadriano) Apolo- 
geticum pro Christianis obtulit, contextum philosophorum senten- 
tiis, quem imitatus postea Justinus, et ipse philosophus.” This is 
simply a réchauffé of the Eusebian data, with reflections thereupon. 
Justin being a philosopher, his Apology naturally imitates the 
philosophical treatise which has preceded his own. 


(2) Martyrologium Vetus Romanum’ ad v. Nonas Octobris. 

“ Athenis Dionysii Areopagitae sub Hadriano diversis tormen- 
tis passi, ut Aristides testis est in opere quod de Christiana 
religione composuit ; hoc opus apud Athenienses inter antiquorum 
memorias clarissimum tenetur.” Aristides himself is commemo- 
rated on ii. Kal. Septr. and it is said that in his treatise he main- 
tained “quod Christus Jesus solus esset Deus.” 


It would be very interesting to determine how the Martyro- 
logies arrived at these statements. Our Syriac Apology certainly 
contains no trace of an allusion to Dionysius the Areopagite ; on 
the other hand it fairly enough teaches the Divinity of Christ. 
We would dismiss the statements at once as archeological fictions 
if it had not been that evidence has been produced for the exist- 
ence of a Latin version of Aristides. Harnack’s attention was 
drawn by the pastor Kawerau to the following letter of Witzel to 
Beatus Rhenanus, dated Bartholomew’s day 1534. “ Dedisti nobis 
Kusebium, praeterea Tertullianum. Restat ut pari nitore des 
Justinum Martyrem, Papiam et Ignatium graece excusum. Amabo, 
per Bibliothecas oberrare, venaturus si quid scripsit Quadratus, 
si praeter epistolam alia Polycarpus, si nonnihil praeter Apologeti- 
con Aristides. Despice, si quae supersunt Cornelii et tanta bono- 
rum librorum panolethria. Plures sunt Dionysii scriptores, sed 
omnes praeter unum Areopagitem desyderamus, qui utinam sua. 
quoque in lingua extaret. Utinam exorirentur Stromata Clemen- 
tis, breviter quicquid est xpdviov. Tineae pascuntur libris, quibus 


1 Migne, Patr. Lat, cxxt11, 


OF ARISTIDES. 19 


homines pasci debebamus &c.” I have given the extract from 
Harnack’s copy’, not having access to the original letter. 

It seems to me that Witzel’s language almost implies that the 
Apology was already in print in Latin. Is it conceivable that some 
portion of the Apology may have found its way into print before 
the year 1534 and remained unnoticed in later times ? 

But even if it existed in manuscript, we must leave it an open 
question whether it may not have contained some matter which is 
wanting in the Syriac; nevertheless it is & priort extremely impro- 
bable that the story about the martyrdom of Dionysius the Areo- 
pagite can belong here. 


Celsus and Aristides. 


We have alluded above to a possible connexion between the 
True Word of Celsus and the Apology of Aristides, and it may be 
worth while to follow the matter up a little closer for the following 
reasons : 

1. Celsus is undoubtedly very nearly contemporary with 
Aristides; although it is difficult to determine his date exactly 
(and even Origen was doubtful as to his identity), we may probably 
say with a good assurance of safety that he was at the zenith 
of his influence and fame under the reign of Antoninus Pius. 

2. It is peculiarly difficult to determine what Christian 
books had come into the hands of Celsus, whether gospels or 
other literature. We know however for certain that he had read 
the dialogue between Jason and Papiscus, a work of Aristo of 
Pella, written not long after the close of the Jewish war under 
Hadrian, and so at a period very near to the one in which we are 
interested. Now if he were reading contemporary Christian 
literature he could hardly miss Aristides. 

3. And since we find more and closer parallels between the 
fragments preserved by Origen from the great work of Celsus 
and our Apology than between most of the other books of the 
century, it is at least a fair question whether Aristides was not 
one of the persons to whom Celsus undertook to reply. 

1 Die Griechischen Apologeten, p. 107 note. I cannot find it in Briefwechsel des 
Beatus Rhenanus by Horawitz and Hartfelder, Leipzig, 1886. I understand, how- 


ever, from Prof. Kawerau, that it may be found in Epistolarum G. Wicelii libri 
tres, Lipsiae, 1587, 
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One of the leading beliefs in Aristides is that God made 
all things for the sake of man. This doctrine he repeats in 
various forms, shewing that the separate elements, the earth, 
the air, the fire, and the water together with the sun, moon 
and stars, are his ministers. Now Celsus seems to have been 
particularly opposed to this doctrine and to have discussed it 
at length: it was one of the points of contact between the 
Stoic philosophy and the Jewish and Christian faiths, and Celsus 
was, no doubt, well prepared to be diffuse on the subject by 
many previous philosophical encounters. 

He draws ridiculous pictures of the philosophy of the frogs in 
the swamp, of the ants in their ant-hill, and of bevies of bats, 
discussing the to them obvious proposition that the world has 
been made solely for their benefit. Accordingly Origen remarks, 
TapatAnalovs nas tTovet axwrAnks hacnovaw ott Beds éoriy, 
elra pet’ éxelvov nmels vm avtod yeyovores TWavTh, Guoto TO Bee’ 
cal nuiv Twavta vToBéBAnTat, y7 Kal Vdwp Kal dnp Kal dotpa, 
Kat nov evexa Travra Kal nuiv Sovrevey téraxtat’. In which 
sentence he has pretty well covered the argument from Providence 
as stated by Aristides. Were the elements and the stars, says he, 
made for the self-congratulation and self-exaltation of the bat, the 
frog, or—the man ? 

But he carries out the argument in detail: a providence over 
man is as reasonable as a providence over beasts and vegetables, 
which can be proved from the same data. Ava modrav 8 éFfs 
éyKanrel nuiy ws TO avOpor@ PacKovar Tavta treToinKévat Toy 
@cdv, kal Bovrerar éx ths wept Ttav Cdwv iotopias Kal THs 
éuaivowevns avtois ayxwwolas Sexvivat, ovdév pardov avOpadrrawyv 
) Tov aroywov Cowv evexev yeyovévat Ta mavta*. Indeed, accord- 
ing to Celsus, Providence is more apparent in the case of ants and 
bees and the like, which obtain their food without labour or with 
much less labour than happens in the case of man. He will not 
hear of such a statement as that the sun and stars serve man, 
much less what Aristides affirms, that the sun was created to serve 
the multiplicity of human need. Do not, says he, quote me verses 
from Euripides about sunshine and shade serving man; how do 
they serve him any more than the ants or the flies, which sleep 


1 Origen c. Celsum, lib. tv. 23. 2 lib. rv. 74. 
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and wake much as we do? e¢ d€ «ai 70, “" Hdsos prev vvé re SovNever 
Bpotois,” ti warXov nuty 7 Tots wUpynks nal rais wviass’; 

Now of course we do not mean to suggest that Aristides 
invented the argument from Providence or that Celsus was the 
first to heap easy scorn upon it. The argument and the reply are 
commonplaces. Celsus’s question as to whether the world was 
created for the sake of vegetables will be found discussed in 
Cicero, de Natura Deorum 1. 188. “Cuiusnam causa tantarum 
rerum molitio sit? Arborumne et herbarum? quae quamquam 
sine sensu sunt, tamen a natura sustinentur. At id quidem 
absurdum est. An bestiarum? Nihilo probabilius, deos mutorum 
et nihil intelligentium causa tantum laborasse....Ita fit credibile 
deorum et hominum causa factum esse mundum, quaeque in eo 
sint omnia.” | 

It is easy to see how both the Jewish and Christian teachers, 
starting from the same text, the first verse in the book of Genesis, 
and formulating the same statement of faith, that the Almighty 
was ‘Maker of Heaven and Earth, found themselves fighting 
in the ranks with the Stoics against the Epicureans, and so 
exposed from time to time to the infinite raillery which seemed 
to the latter school to be proper to the situation. As we have 
said, Aristides does not stand alone in the statement. Justin 
Martyr takes the same ground and implies that it is a part of 
the regular Christian teaching. “We are taught,” says he, “that 
God in His goodness created all things in the beginning from 
formless matter, for the sake of man’;” and the unknown writer of 
the Epistle to Diognetus affirms that “God loved men, for whom 
He made the world, to whom He subjected all things that are in 
the earth*.” 

It is however worthy of notice that in Aristides the argument 
is repeated over and over, and that Celsus answers it, as Origen 
thought, at unnecessary length. It is not therefore inconceivable 
that Aristides may have drawn the Epicurean fire upon himself 
(and in this matter we may certainly count Celsus with the Epi- 
cureans) by the stress which he laid on the point in his Apology. 

Let us pass on to another point upon which Aristides is 


1 lib. tv, 77. 2 Justin Apol. 1. c, 10. 
8 Ep. ad Diogn. 10. 
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somewhat original, viz. the doctrine of the races of the world 
and of their origin. j 

Aristides divides the world into four races, the Barbarian, the 
Greek, the Jew, the Christian. The last two races are curiously 
described ; the Jews derive their origin from Abraham, Isaac and 
Jacob: they went down from Syria into Egypt; they came back 
from Egypt into Syria. As for the Christians, the new race, they 
derive their origin from Jesus the Messiah, and He is called the 
Son of God Most High. 

Now in the first book against Celsus, Origen remarks as 
follows: “Celsus promises that he will speak on the subject 
of the Jews later on, and he begins his discourse concerning 
our Saviour, as being the leader of our generation in so far as 
we are Christians’, and he goes on to say that he was the leader of 
this teaching, a few years ago, being regarded by the Christians as 
the Son of God.” 

Now it is worthy of note that if Celsus is handling any written 
document, that document proceeded from the discussion of the 
Jews to the Christians, affirmed Christ to be the head of the new 
race, and declared that His followers regarded Him as the Son 
of God. The agreement at this point with Aristides is certainly 
striking. 

When moreover we come to the discussion of the Jews, Celsus 
breaks out that the ‘Jews were mere Egyptian runaways, and that 
this darling people of God had never done anything worth remem- 
bering’,’ just as if he had passed over the names of the Patriarchs 
and fastened on the admission that the Jews had come out of 
Egypt. Accordingly Origen replies that it is universally agreed 
that the Jews reckon their genealogy from Abraham, Isaac and 
Jacob; cages 67) btu nal yeveadoyobvtas “lovdaiou dared tay tpidy 
_ watépwy Tod ‘ABpadp nat tod “load Kat rod “laxof. 

When Aristides deals with the beliefs of the Jews he expresses 
the remarkable opinion that the Jewish ritual is rather an adoration 
of angels than a worship of God. The expression is the more 
remarkable, because Aristides affects to reason throughout as the 


1 Orig. c. Cels. 1. 26 ws yevouévou tryemovos Ty xabd Xpicriavol éoper yevéoes 
npav. 
3 Orig. c. Cels. rv. 32. 
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philosopher rather than the Christian, and he forgets himself and 
introduces the angels without even an explanation to the emperor, 
as to what beings are intended. What shall we say then when we 
find Celsus affirming that the Jews worship angels'? Aéywv avrovs 
aéBev ayyédous Kal yonteia mpockeicbas 4s 6 Mwions avtois 
yéyovey éEnynryns. And Origen is so puzzled as to ask ‘where 
in the world did Celsus find in the Mosaic writings instruction 
in the worship of angels?’ It is certainly curious that we find 
the missing link supplied by the Apology of Aristides. 

No doubt further analogies might be traced; for example, 
Celsus is especially irate with the Christians for their ridicule 
of Egyptian superstitions’, they see nothing except ephemeral 
animals, instead of grasping eternal ideas. Now there is no 
doubt that it is a very common subject of Christian merriment, 
but perhaps no one of the early Christian writers has laughed 
so much in detail about it as Aristides. We will not however 
press the matter further: there are always numerous points of 
contact and necessary collisions between the attack and the 
defence of given religions: suffice it to say that we have shewn 
it to be by no means an inconceivable proposition that Celsus had 
read the Apology of Aristides before he penned his ‘AdO7¢5 Aoyos. 


The Symbol of the Faith in the time of Aristides. 


Aristides the Philosopher is a Christian who has preserved 
the philosophic manner, and probably the philosophic dress, with 
a view to future service in the gospel. It seems to have been the 
practice of not a few of the famous second-century Christians to 
attract an audience in this way. Justin certainly did so, and 
almost as surely Tatian ; and if these why not Aristides? But as 
we have already said, the professedly dispassionate presentation 
of the Christian case, the endeavour to talk reasonably on all sides 
successively, soon breaks down; the man throws off his disguise 
and gives the note of challenge: Christianus sum; nihil Christi- 
anum alienum a me puto. He talks of angels as though all men 
knew them, dashes through the dogmatic statements of the 
Church as though they were perfectly familiar, and without a 


1 Orig. c. Cels. 1. 26. 3 Orig. c. Cels, m1. 19. 
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word of preliminary explanation of terms, makes a peroration of 
the impending judgment-day. And so the philosopher with an 
imperial audience turns out to be another illustration of the 
Christian city that is set on a hill and cannot be hid. 

It is especially interesting to observe that in the time of 
Aristides the Church already had a Symbol of the Faith: and we 
may reconstruct a good many of its sentences. Of course in such 
matters we proceed from the things that are practically certain to 
those which are less demonstrable; we should not start by saying 
that the words “Maker of heaven and earth” were proof of the 
existence of an approximately fixed symbol. But if we can 
establish other sentences with good confidence, there is no reason 
to omit these words from the reconstructed formula. 

The certain passage from which we proceed is in the words: 

“He was pierced (crucified) by the Jews; 
“He died and was buried ;” 
“and they say that 
after three days He rose, 
and ascended into Heaven.” 

It may be taken for granted that these words represent a part 
of the Symbolum Fidei as known to Aristides. 

What else may we say was contained in his creed? We may 
add words which must have stood respectively at the beginning 
and ending of the Creed: viz. that God was the Maker of 
_ Heaven and Earth; and that Jesus Christ was to come to judge 
the world. 

Whether we can go further is a more difficult question: but 
there is at least a strong suspicion that the creed contained the 
clause “He was born of the Virgin Mary;” for in Aristides’ 
statement the language about the ‘Hebrew virgin’ precedes the 
account of the Crucifixion; moreover, here also, we find Aristides 
is most pronounced in the enunciation of the doctrine, and Celsus 
is emphatically scornful in the rejection of it. Accordingly Celsus 
brings forward the story of the infidelity of Mary, affirming that 
the father of Jesus was in reality a soldier whose name was 
Panthera’. The same story appears in the Talmud under the 
name Pandera, which is a transliteration of the foregoing. 

1 Orig. c. Cels. 1. 32. 
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Indeed it has been generally held that the legend was invented 
by the Jews, through the difficulty of accounting for our Lord’s 
birth ; apparently, therefore, the Jews were in search of a more 
tenable hypothesis than the paternity of Joseph; and it is not 
unreasonable to refer to an early Jewish scandal the story which 
we find in the Talmud and in Celsus. 

But if the story be Jewish in origin, it was certainly Greek 
"in manufacture. Some persons have tried to explain the Greek 
name Panthera by regarding it as a symbol of violent and 
unrestrained lust. They are, however, mistaken: the name is 
simply a Greek anagram on the word ‘ Parthenos,’ by which the 
Blessed Virgin was commonly known. Those who are familiar 
with the literary tricks of that time, its anagrams, acrostics, 
isopsephics, and the like, will have not the least difficulty in 
seeing that this is the true solution. The inventor hae only 
changed the order of the letters and slightly altered the ending of 
the word. Everything that we know of the dogmatics of the 
early part of the second century agrees with the belief that at 
that period the Virginity of Mary was a part of the formulated 
Christian belief. Nor need we hesitate, in view of the antiquity 
of the Panthera-fable, to give the doctrine a place in the creed of 
Aristides. 

We restore the fragments of Aristides’ creed, then, as follows : 

We believe in one God, Almighty 
Maker of Heaven and Earth: 
And in Jesus Christ His Son 


* * * * * 
Born of the Virgin Mary: 
* * * * * 


He was pierced by the Jews: 
He died and was buried: 
The third day He rose again: 


He ascended into Heaven: 
* * * * * 


He is about to come to judge. 
+ * %* &  & 
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The Armenian Fragment of the Apology. 


We give, later on, the Latin translation of the Armenian 
fragment, as published by the Venetian editors. The passage has 
also been translated into German by von Himpel’, and this 
translation will be found in Harnack’s Griechische Apologeten, 
pp. 110—112. Von Himpel rightly affirms the Armenian text to 
have been made from the Greek: it will be observed, however, - 
that the Armenian text has the same lacuna as the Syriac in 
the discourse on the four elements and the powers to which they 
are respectively subject. This lacuna would seem to be an early 
feature of the Greek text. 

There are one or two points in which we may get some 
authority from the Armenian for the original text. For instance 
in c. ii where the Syriac reads that the origin of the Greeks 
is to be traced through “Danaus the Egyptian, and through © 
Kadmus, and through Dionysus.” Here the Armenian reads 
“Danaus the Egyptian and Kadmus the Sidonian and Dionysus 
the Theban,” and I am disposed to believe the words added in the 
Armenian belong there: for instance, we may compare Tatian’s 
language’, “Dionysus is absolute sovereign over the Thebans.” 
In a similar manner something seems to have dropped in the 
Syriac after the statement that in God there is no distinction 
of male or female; for the Armenian text adds the reason 
“quia cupiditatibus agitatur qui huic est distinctioni obnoxius.” 
Again in the opening sentences of the Apology the Armenian 
text has the words, “Eum autem qui rector atque creator est 
omnium, investigare perdifficile est®’”” We recognize at once in 
these words the ring of the characteristic Christian quotation from 
the Zimaeus, which is usually employed to shew the superior 
illuminating power of Christian grace over philosophic research, 
but seems here to be taken in the Platonic sense. The Armenian 
is perhaps a little nearer to the Platonic language than the 
Syriac; both versions however will claim the passage from the 
Timaeus as a parallel. 


1 Tiib. Theol. Quartalschrift, 1877, 11. p. 289, f. 1880, 1. p. 109—127. 

2 Cohortatio, c. vit. 

8 Plato, Timaeus, 28 c, rdv per ody woinriy cal warépa roide rod wayrds evpety 
re Epyov Kal evpovra els wdvras ddvvarov Néyerv. 
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Allowing then for the occasional preservation of a passage in 
greater purity by the Armenian fragment, we shall find that the 
Armenian translator has often made changes, and added glosses, 
and epitomized sentences. For example, in the summary of the 
Christian Faith, he describes the Son as the Logos, His mother as 
the Theotokos. When the disciples are sent forth, in order that a 
certain oiovopia may be fulfilled, the Armenian translator calls it 
a dispensation of illuminating truth; the preaching too is with 
‘signs following,’ ‘comitantibus prodigiis, which seems to come 
from Mark xvi. 20 and would be, if genuine, one of the earliest 
illustrations of that text. It will be seen how large an element of 
paraphrase is found in the Armenian text. 


The Armeman Fragment 
(from the Venice edition). 


IMPERATORI CAHSARI HADRIANO, 


ARISTIDES, 
PHILOSOPHUS ATHENIENSIS. 


Ego, O Rex, Dei providentia creatus, hunc mundum ingressus 
sum, et caelis, terra ac mari, sole, luna et stellis, caeterisque 
omnibus creaturis conspectis, huius mundi constitutionem ad- 
mirans miratus sum, atque conscius factus sum mihi, quoniam 
omnia quae sunt in mundo necessitate ac vi diriguntur, omnium 
creatorem et rectorem esse Deum: quia lis omnibus quae reguntur 
atque moventur, fortior est creator et rector. 

Eum autem, qui rector atque creator est omnium, investigare 
perdifficile atque in immensum pertinens mihi videtur: penitus 
vero eum et certa ratione describere, quum imexplicabilis et 
ineffabilis sit, impossibile et sine ulla prorsus utilitate. Deus 
enim naturam habet infinitam, imperscrutabilem et creaturis 
omnibus incomprehensibilem. Hoc unum scire necesse est, qui 
creaturas universas Providentia sua gubernat, ipsum esse Dominum 
Deum et creatorem omnium: quia visibilia omnia creavit bonitate 
sua, eaque humano generi donavit. Quapropter [lum solun, ut- 
pote unum Deum, nos adorare et glorificare oportet: unumquem- 
que autem nostrum proximum suum sicut semetipsum diligere. 
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Verumtamen de Deo saltem sciendum est, Eum ab alio factum 
non fuisse, neque semetipsum fecisse, atque, a nullo circumscriptum, 
omnia comprehendere. Ex se ipsomet est’. Ipse sapientia immor- 
talis, principio et fine carens, immortalis atque aeternus, perfectus, 
nulli necessitati obnoxius, et necessitatibus omnium satisfaciens, 
nullo indigens et indigentiis omnium ipse magnificus opitulator. 

Ipse est principio carens, quia, qui habet principium, habet 
et finem.. Ipse sine nomine, quod quicumque nomine appellatur, 
creatus est factusque ab alio. Ei neque colores sunt neque forma: 
quod, quicumque his praeditus est, mensurabilis est, limitibusque 
cogitur. ius naturae nulla inest maris et feminae distinctio, 
quia cupiditatibus agitatur qui huic est distinctioni obnoxius. 
Ipse sub caelis incomprehensibilis est, quia caelos excedit: nec 
caeli caelorum Illo maiores sunt, quia caeli caelorum et creaturae 
omnes quae sub caelis sunt, ab Illo comprehenduntur. 

Ipsi nemo contrarius neque adversarius: quod si quis Ei 
contrarius et adversarius esse posset, eidem compar fieri videretur. 

Ipse immobilis est atque praeter quemcumque terminum et 
circuitum: quia ubi et unde moveri possit locus deest. Ipse 
neque mensura comprehendi, neque circumdari potest, quia Ipse 
omnia replet, atque est ultra omnes visibiles et invisibiles creaturas. 
Ipse neque ira, neque indignatione movetur, quia nulla caecitate 
afficitur, quum omnino et absolute sit intellectualis. Propterea 
hisce omnibus miraculis variis omnibusque beneficus Ipse omnia 
creavit. Sacrificiis, oblationibus et hostiis Ipse non indiget, neque, 
ulla in re, visibilibus creaturis opus habet; quia omnia replet, et 
omnium egestatibus satisfacit, Ipse numquam indigens ac semper 
gloriosus. 

De Deo sapienter loqui ab ipso Deo mihi datum est, et pro 
meis viribus locutus sum, quin tamen altitudinem imperscrutabilis 
magnitudinis Ejus comprehendere possem. Sola fide vero [lum 
glorificans adoro. 

Nunc igitur ad genus humanum veniamus et quinam praefatas 
veritates secuti fuerint videbimus, et quinam ab eis erraverint. 
Compertum est nobis, o Rex, quatuor esse humani generis stirpes, 
quae sunt Barbarorum, Graecorum, Hebraeorum atque Christian- 
orum. Ethnici et Barbari genus suum ducunt a Belo, Crono et 


1 Sensus dubius: armeniaca verba idem sonant ac graeca a’royeres eldos. 
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Hiera, aliisque suis Divis pluribus. Graeci vero a Jove, qui Zeus 
vel Jupiter dicitur, originem trahunt, per Helenum, Xuthum, 
aliosque eorum descendentes, nempe Helladem, Inacum, Phoro- 
neum, ac demum Danaum Aegyptium, Cadmum Sidonium, ac 
Dionysium Thebanum. Hebraei autem genus suum ducunt ex 
Abrahamo, Isaaco, Jacobo, et duodecim Jacobi filiis, qui e Syma 
in Aegyptum se receperunt, et a legislatore suo Hebraei nuncupati 
fuerunt, inde vero terram promissionis ingressi, Judaei sunt appel- 
lati. Christianorum tandem genus a Domino Jesu Christo oritur. 

Ipse Dei altissimi est Filius, et una cum Spiritu Sancto 
revelatus est nobis: de caelis descendit ex Hebraea Virgine natus, 
ex Virgine carnem assumpsit, assumptaque humana natura, semet- 
ipsum Dei filium revelavit. Qui Evangelio suo vivificante mundum 
universum, consolatoria sua bonitate, sibi captivum fecit. 

Ipse est Verbum, qui ex progenie Hebraica, secundum carnem, 
ex Maria virgine Deipara natus est. Ipse est qui Apostolos 
duodecim inter suos discipulos elegit, ut mundum universum 
dispensatione illuminantis Veritatis suae institueret. Ipse ab 
Hebraeis crucifixus est: a mortuis resurrexit et ad caelos ascendit: 
in mundum universum discipulos suos mittens, qui divino et 
admirabili lumine suo, comitantibus prodigiis, omnes gentes 
sapientiam docerent. Quorum praedicatio in hunc usque diem 
germinat atque fructificat, orbem universum vocans ad lucem. 

Quatuor ergo nationes, O Rex, ostendi tibi: Barbaros, Graecos, 


Hebraeos atque Christianos. 
* * * © © & * # #8  # 


Divinitati spiritualis natura propria est, Angelis ignea, dae- 


mons aquosa, generique humano terrestris. 
& * # & # * * * * * 


We have now reprinted all that is known of the Armenian 
translation of the Apology ; it is out of our limit and beyond our 
measure to think of reprinting the actual Armenian text. For 
the purpose of comparison we add, however, another copy of the 
same Armenian fragment, taken from a MS. at Edschmiazin, and 
translated into English by Mr F. C. Conybeare, of Oxford, for 
whose kindly aid we are very grateful. According to the informa- 
tion which he has supplied, the MS. at Edschmiazin was written 
on paper, and is much worn by age. The date was certainly not 
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of receiving the truth of these sayings, and who. are gone astray. 
It is manifest', O Ruler, for there are four tribes? of the human 
race. There are barbarians, and some are Greeks and others 
Hebrews, and there are who are Christians, But the heathens 
and barbarians count their descent from Baal, and from 
Cronos, and from Hera, and from many others of their gods. 
But the Greeks say Zeus (who is Dios) is their founder’, and 
reckon their descent from Helenos and Xuthos, and one after 
another from Hellas, Inachos and Phoroneus, and also finally from 
Danaus the Egyptian, and from Cadmus the Sidonian, and 
Dionysius the Theban. 

But the Jews reckon their race from Abraham, and Abraham’s 
son they say was Isaac, and from Isaac Jacob, and from Jacob the 
twelve who migrated from Assyria into Egypt and were there 
named the tribes of the Hebrews by their lawgiver, and having 
come into the land of recompence, were named...... * the tribes of 
the Jews. 

But the Christians reckon their race from the Lord Jesus 
Christ. He is Himself Son of God on high, who was manifested 
of the Holy Spirit, came down from heaven, and being born of a 
Hebrew virgin took on His flesh from the virgin, and was mani- 
fested in the nature of humanity the Son of God: who sought to 
win the entire world to His eternal goodness by His life-giving 
preaching’. He it is who was according to the flesh born of the 
race of the Hebrews, by the God-bearing® virgin Miriam. He chose 
the twelve disciples, and He by his illuminating truth, dispensing 


1 So it stands in the Venice text: but in the Edschmiazin copy, for ‘manifest’ 
there is a word which means ‘the name’ followed by a lacuna of a few letters, as if 
the scribe had intended to read ‘I will recount the names, O Ruler,’ or something 
of that kind. 

2 The word answers to the Greek gvAal or Sju01. In the same sense at the end 
of the fragment another word is used, answering rather to yév7. 

’ These three words are added to make sense, the whole passage being gram- 
matically much confused. 

4 Here the Edschmiazin MS. was unreadable from age. The printed text 
has no lacuna and gives no hint of the word whatever it was which was read in 
the Edschmiazin text. 

5 evayyéNov. 

6 The word Qeoréxos is implied. 
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it' taught, all the world, and was nailed on the cross by the Jews. 
Who rose from the dead and ascended into heaven, and sent forth 
His disciples into the whole world’, and taught all with divinely 
miraculous and profoundly wise wonders. Their preaching until 
this day blossoms and bears fruit, and summons all the world to 
receive the light. 

These are the four tribes, whom we set before thee, O Ruler, 
Barbarians, Greeks, Jews and Christians. But to the Deity is 
appointed the spiritual, and to angels the fiery, and to devils the 
watery, and to the race of men the earth. 


* & * * * & # # * 


An additional Armeman Fragment of Aristides. 


Over and above the fragments of the lost Apology of Aristides, 
_ and the homily de Latrone, there is a scrap printed by Pitra in his 
Spicilegium Solesmense which professes to come from an epistle 
of Aristides to all Philosophers. It is, as far as we can judge, in 
the form in which we have it presented to us, a theological 
product of the time of the Monophysite controversy. But we 
must bear in mind what we have learned from the Armenian 
fragment of the Apology, that an Armenian translation is made 
up out of the matter of the original writer plus the terms and 
definitions of the translator, as for instance we see to have hap- 
pened in the ascription of the term @eordxos to the Blessed 
Virgin. And the question is whether under the amplified folds of 
the theology of this fragment printed by Pitra there may be 
hidden the more scanty terms of a theologian of the second 
century, and if so, whether the writer be our Aristides, and the 
work quoted be the Apology or some other work. In order to 
test this point, we will give a rendering of the fragment into 
Greek, for which again I am indebted to the kindness of Mr 
Conybeare. 


1 Olxovopuxés is here rendered. Perhaps it should be taken as an epithet of 
‘truth,’ for in the original it precedes the word ‘illuminating.’ 
2 Olxoupévny. 


H. A. 3 
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Armenian Fragment. 
(Frag. iii. of Prtra.) 


FROM AN EPISTLE OF ARISTIDES TO 
ALL PHILOSOPHERS. 


Tlavr’ érrade rraOnpata arnOw@ avy adrod cdpate, 0 OeAnpate 
Kupiov xal tod dyiou IIvevparos SeEdpevos, Hvwce thy capa 
éavto® thy tapa® rapOévou ‘EBpaixns ths ayias Mapua appnt@ 
Kal aTrou@ évdoTnre. 

Now with reference to the foregoing passage, we may say at 
once that the concluding terms are not second-century language 
at all. On the other hand, the reference to the “ Hebrew virgin ” 
is precisely the language of the Apology. Further, the opening 
words of the fragment, with their allusion to a real passion of 
a real body, are certainly anti-Docetic, and therefore may be taken 
as second-century theology. We may compare with them the 
sentiments of the Ignatian epistles, as for example the letter to 
the Smyrnaeans (c. 1.), where we read:— 

Tavra yap Tava érabev Su nuds: nal adnOas erabev, ds xar 
arXnOas avéotnoey EavTov’ ovY WaoTEP aTrLiaTOL TLVES AeyoUTLY TO 
Soxety avrov terovbévat. 

It does not, therefore, seem as if these words in the opening of 
the fragment were a translator’s invention or addition. They have 
a second-century ring about them. If so, then the extract is 
either a translation of a paragraph of the Apology, or of some other 
tract by the same writer, and probably the latter. We have, 
however, no means of discriminating further the original form of 
the sentence from the later accretions. It is, however, by no 
means impossible that the heading may be correct; that Aristides 
may have written an epistle or address to Philosophers on the 


subject of the Christian religion in general, or of the Incarnation 
in particular. 


1 The same word is used by the translator to render cHma and capt. 
2 More exactly éavro: an additional word being necessary in the Armenian in 


order to give the sense ‘ conjunxit sibi’: but the sense seems to require éaur@. 
$ Or ék. 
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THE APOLOGY OF ARISTIDES, TRANSLATED 
FROM THE SYRIAC. 


Again, the apology which Aristides the philosopher made 
before Hadrian the king concerning the worship of God. 

[To the Emperor] Caesar Titus Hadrianus Antoninus Augustus 
Pius, from Marcianus Aristides, a philosopher of Athens. 

I. I,O king, by the grace of God came into this world; and 
having contemplated the heavens and the earth and the seas, 
and beheld the sun and the rest of the orderly creation, I was 
amazed at the arrangement of the world; and I comprehended 
that the world and all that is therein are moved by the impulse 
of another, and I understood that he that moveth them is God, 
who is hidden in them and concealed from them: and this is 
well known, that that which moveth is more powerful than that 
which is moved. And that I should investigate concerning this 
Mover of all, as to how He exists—for this is evident to me, for 
He is incomprehensible in His nature—and that I should dispute 
concerning the stedfastness of His government, so as to compre- 
hend it fully, is not profitable for me; for no one is able perfectly 
to comprehend it. But I say concerning the Mover of the world, 
that He is God of all, who made all for the sake of man; and it 
is evident to me that this is expedient, that one should fear God, 
and not grieve man. 

Now I say that God is not begotten, not made; a constant 
nature, without beginning and without end; immortal, complete, 
and incomprehensible : and in saying that He is complete, I mean 
this; that there is no deficiency in Him, and He stands in need 
of nought, but everything stands in need of Him: and in saying 
that He is without beginning, I mean this; that everything which 
has a beginning has also an end; and that which has an end is 
dissoluble. He has no name; for everything that has a name is 
associated with the created; He has no likeness, nor composition 
of members; for he who possesses this is associated with things 


3—2 


rw 


— | 
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fashioned. He is not male, nor is He female: the heavens do 
not contain Him; but the heavens and all things visible and 
invisible are contained in Him. Adversary He has none; for 
there is none that is more powerful than He; anger and wrath 
He possesses not, for there is nothing that can stand against 
Him. Error and forgetfulness are not in His nature, for He is 
altogether wisdom and understanding, and in Him consists all 
that consists. He asks no sacrifice and no libation, nor any of 
the things that are visible; He asks not anything from anyone; 
but all ask from Him. 

II. Since then it has been spoken to you by us concerning 
God, as far as our mind was capable of discoursing concerning Him, *\ 
let us now come to the race of men, in order that we may know 
which of them hold any part of that truth which we have spoken 
concerning Him, and which of them are in error therefrom. 

This is plain to you, O king, that there are four races of men 
in this world; Barbarians and Greeks, Jews and Christians. 

Now the Barbarians reckon the head of the race of their religion 
from Kronos and from Rhea and the rest of their gods: but the 
Greeks from Helenus, who is said to be from Zeus; and from 
Helenus was born Aeolus and Xythus, and the rest of the family 
from Inachus and Phoroneus, and last of all from Danaus the 
Egyptian and from Kadmus and from Dionysus. 

Moreover the Jews reckon the head of their race from 
Abraham, who begat Isaac, from whom was born Jacob, who 
begat twelve sons who removed from Syria and settled in Egypt, 
and there were called the race of the Hebrews by their law- 
giver: but at last they were named Jews. 

The Christians, then, reckon the beginning of their religion 
from Jesus Christ, who is named the Son of God most High; 
and it is said that God came down from heaven, and from a 
Hebrew virgin took and clad Himself with flesh, and in a daughter 
of man there dwelt the Son of God. This is taught from that % 
Gospel which a little while ago was spoken among them as being 
preached; wherein if ye also will read, ye will comprehend 
the power that is upon it. This Jesus, then, was born of 
the tribe of the Hebrews; and He had twelve disciples, in order 
that a certain dispensation of His might be fulfilled) He was 
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pierced by the Jews; and He died and was buried; and they say 
that after three days He rose and ascended to heaven ; and then 
these twelve disciples went forth into the known parts of the 
world, and taught concerning His greatness with all humility and 
sobriety ; and on this account those also who to-day believe in this 
preaching are called Christians, who are well known. There are 
then four races of mankind, as I said before, Barbarians and 
Greeks, Jews and Christians. 

To God then ministers wind, and to angels fire; but to demons 

water, and to men earth. 
TTI. Let us then begin with the Barbarians, and by degrees we 
will proceed to the rest of the peoples, in order that we may under- 
stand which of them hold the truth concerning God, and which of 
them error. 

The Barbarians then, inasmuch as they did not comprehend 
God, erred with the elements; and they began to serve created 
things instead of the Creator of them’, and on this account they 
made likenesses and they enclosed them in temples; and lo! 
they worship them and guard them with great precaution, that 
their gods may not be stolen by robbers; and the Barbarians gg 
have not understood that whatsoever watches must be greater 
than that which is watched; and that whatsoever creates must 
be greater than that whatever is created: if so be then that their 
gods are too weak for their own salvation, how will they furnish 
salvation to mankind? The Barbarians then have erred with a 
great error in worshipping dead images which profit them not. 
And it comes to me to wonder also, O king, at their philosophers, 
how they too have erred and have named gods those likenesses 
which have been made in honour of the elements; and the wise 
men have not understood that these very elements are corruptible 
and dissoluble; for if a little part of the element be dissolved 
or corrupted, all of it is dissolved and corrupted. If then these 
elements are dissolved and corrupted, and compelled to be subject 
to another harder than themselves, and are not in their nature 
gods, how can they call gods those likenesses which are made 
in their honour? Great then is the error which their philosophers 
have brought upon their followers. 


1 Rom. i, 25. 
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IV. Let us turn then, O king, to the elements themselves, 
in order that we may shew concerning them that they are not 
gods, but a creation, corruptible and changeable, which is in the 
likeness of man'. But God is incorruptible and unchangeable and a 
invisible, while seeing, turning and changing all things. 

Those therefore who think concerning earth that it is God have 
already erred, since it is digged and planted and delved ; and since 
_ it receives the defilement of the excrement of men and of beasts 
and of cattle: and since sometimes it becomes what is useless; 
for if it be burned it becomes dead, for from baked clay there 
springs nothing: and again, if water be collected on it, it becomes 
corrupted along with its fruits: and lo! it is trodden on by men 
and beasts, and it receives the impurity of the blood of the 
slain; and it is digged and filled with the dead and becomes a 
repository for bodies: none of which things can that holy and 
venerable and blessed and incorruptible nature receive. And 
from this we have perceived that the earth is not God but a 
creature of God. 

V. And in like manner again have those erred who have 
thought concerning water that it is God. For water was created 
for the use of man and in many ways it is made subject to him. 
For it 1s changed, and receives defilement, and is corrupted, and 
loses its own nature when cooked with many things, and receives 
colours which are not its own; being moreover hardened by the cold 
and mixed and mingled with the excrement of men and beasts 
and with the blood of the slain: and it is compelled by workmen, 
by means of the compulsion of channels, to flow and be conducted 4 
against its own will, and to come into gardens and other places, 
so as to cleanse and carry out all the filth of men, and wash 
away all defilement, and supply man’s need of itself. Wherefore 
it is impossible that water should be God, but it is a work of 
God and a part of the world. 

So too those have erred not a little who thought concerning 
fire that it is God: for it too was created for the need of men: 
and in many ways it is made subject to them, in the service of 
food and in the preparation of ornaments and the other things of 


1 Rom, i, 23. © 
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which your majesty is aware: whilst in many ways it is extin- 
guished and destroyed. 

And again those who have thought concerning the blast of 
winds that it is God, these also have erred: and this is evident 
to us, that these winds are subject to another, since sometimes 
their blast is increased and sometimes it is diminished and ceases, 
according to the commandment of Him who subjects them. Since 
for the sake of man they were created by God, in order that 
they might fulfil the needs of trees and fruits and seeds, and 
that they might transport ships upon the sea; those ships which 
bring to men their necessary things, from a place where they 
are found to a place where they are not found; and furnish the 
different parts of the world. Since then this wind is sometimes 
increased and sometimes diminished, there is one place in which 
it does good and another where it does harm, according to the . 
nod of Him who rules it: and even men are able by means of 
well-known instruments to catch and coerce it that it may fulfil 
for them the necessities which they demand of it: and over itself 
it has no power at all; wherefore it is not possible that winds 
should be called gods, but a work of God. 

VI. So too those have erred who have thought concerning the 
sun that he is God. For lo! we see him, that by the necessity of 
another he is moved and turned and runs his course; and he 
proceeds from degree to degree, rising and setting every day, in 
order that he may warm the shoots of plants and shrubs, and 
may bring forth in the air which is mingled with him every herb 
which is on the earth. And in calculation the sun has a part 
with the rest of the stars in his course, and although he is one 
in his nature, he is mixed with many parts, according to the 
advantage of the needs of men: and that not according to his own 
will, but according to the will of Him that ruleth him. Where- 
fore it is not possible that the sun should be God, but a work 
of God ; and in like manner also the moon and stars. 

VII. But those who have thought concerning men of old, that 
some of them are gods, these have greatly erred: as thou, even 
thou, O king, art aware, that man consists of the four elements 
and of soul and spirit, and therefore is he even called World, 
and apart from any one of these parts he does not exist. He has 
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beginning and end, and he is born and also suffers corruption. 
But God, as I have said, has none of this in His nature, but 
He is unmade and incorruptible. On this account, then, it is 
impossible that we should represent him as God who is man by 
nature, one to whom sometimes, when he looketh for joy, grief 
happens; and for laughter, and weeping befals him; one that is 
passionate and jealous, envious and regretful, along with the 
rest of the other defects: and in many ways more corrupted than 
the elements or even than the beasts. 

And thence, O king, it is right for us to understand the 
error of the Barbarians, that, whereas they have not investigated 
concerning the true God, they have fallen away from the truth 
and have gone after the desire of their own mind, in serving 
elements subject to dissolution, and dead images: and on account 
of their error they do not perceive who is the true God. 

VIII. Let us return now to the Greeks in order that we may 
know what opinion they have concerning the true God. 

The Greeks then because they are wiser than the Barbarians 
have erred even more than the Barbarians, in that they have 
introduced many gods that are made; and some of them they have 
represented as male and some of them as female; and in such a 
way that some of their gods were found to be adulterers and 
murderers, and jealous and envious, and angry and passionate, 
and murderers of fathers, and thieves and plunderers. And they 
say that some of them were lame and maimed; and some of them 
wizards, and some of them utterly mad; and some of them played 
on harps; and some of them wandered on mountains: and some 
of them died outright; and some were struck by lightning, and 
some were made subject to men, and some went off in tight, and 
some were stolen by men; and lo! some of them were wept and 
bewailed by men; and some, they say, went down to Hades; and 
some were sorely wounded, and some were changed into the like- 
ness of beasts in order that they might commit adultery with the 
race of mortal women; and some of them have been reviled for 
sleeping with males: and some of them, they say, were in wedlock 
with their mothers and sisters and daughters; and they say of 
their gods that they committed adultery with the daughters of 
men, and from them was born a certain race which was also 
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mortal. And of some of their goddesses they say that they con- 
tended about beauty and came for judgment before men. The 
Greeks, then, O king, have brought forward what is wicked, 
ridiculous and foolish concerning their gods and themselves; in 
that they called such like persons gods, who are no gods: and 
hence men have taken occasion to commit adultery and fornica- 
tion, and to plunder and do everything that is wicked and 
hateful and abominable. For if those who are called their gods 
have done all those things that are written above, how much 
more shall men do them who believe in those who have done 
these things! and from the wickedness of this error, lo! there 
have happened to men frequent wars and mighty famines, and bitter 
captivity and deprivation of all things: and lo! they endure them, 
and all these things befal them from this cause alone: and when 
they endure them they do not perceive in their conscience that 
because of their error these things happen to them. 

IX. Now let us come to the history of these their gods in 
order that we may prove accurately concerning all those things 
which we have said above. 

Before everything else the Greeks introduce as a god Kronos, 
which is interpreted Chiun; and the worshippers of this deity sacri- 
fice to him their children: and some of them they burn while yet 
living. Concerning him they say that he took him Rhea to wife ; 
and from her he begat many sons; from whom he begat also Dios, 
who is called Zeus; and at the last he went mad and, for fear of 
an oracle which was told him, began to eat his children. And 
from him Zeus was stolen away, and he did not perceive it: and 
at the last Zeus bound him and cut off his genitals and cast them 
in the sea: whence, as they say in the fable, was born Aphrodite, 
who is called Astera: and he cast Kronos bound into darkness. 
Great then is the error and scorn which the Greeks have intro- 
duced concerning the head of their gods, in that they have said 
all these things about him, O king. It is not possible that God 
should be bound or amputated ; otherwise it 1s a great misfortune. 

And after Kronos they introduce another god, Zeus; and they 
say concerning this one, that he received the headship and became 
king of all the gods; and they say concerning him that he was 
changed into cattle and everything else, in order that he might 
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commit adultery with mortal women, and might raise up to him- 
self children from them. Since at one time they say he was 
changed into a bull on account of his passion for Europa and for 
Pasiphae; and again he was changed into the likeness of gold on 
account of his passion for Danae: and into a swan, through his 
passion for Leda; and into a man through his passion for Antiope; 
and into lightning on account of his passion for the Moon: so 
that from these he begat many children: for they say that from 
Antiope he begat Zethus and Amphion; and from the Moon, 
Dionysus; from Alkmena, Herakles; and from Leto, Apollo and 
Artemis; and from Danae, Perseus; and from Leda, Castor and 
Polydeuces and Helene; and from Mnemosyne he begat nine 
daughters, those whom he called the Muses; and from Europa, 
Minos and Rhadamanthus and Sarpedon. But last of all he was 
changed into the likeness of an eagle on account of his passion for 
Ganymede the shepherd. 

Because of these stories, O king, much evil has befallen the 
race of men who are at this present day, since they imitate their 
gods, and commit adultery, and are defiled with their mothers 
and sisters, and in sleeping with males: and some of them have 
dared to kill even their fathers. For if he, who is said to be 
the head and king of their gods, has done these things, how 
much more shall his worshippers imitate him! And great is 
the madness which the Greeks have introduced into their history 
concerning him: for it is not possible that a god should commit 
adultery or fornication, or should approach to sleep with males, 
or that he should be a parricide; otherwise he is much worse 
than a destructive demon. 

X. And again they introduce another god, Hephaestus; and 
. they say of him that he is lame and wearing a cap on his head, and 
holding in his hand tongs and hammer; and working in brass 
in order that therefrom he may find his needed sustenance. Is 
then this god so much in need? Whereas it is impossible for a 
god to be needy or lame: otherwise he is very weak. 

And again they introduce another god and call him Hermes; 
and they say that he is a thief, loving avarice and coveting gains, 
and a magician and maimed and an athlete and an interpreter of 
words: whereas it is impossible for a god to be a magician, or 
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avaricious, or maimed, or coveting anything that is not his, or an 
athlete: and if it be found to be otherwise, he is of no use. 

And after him they introduce another god, Asclepius; and 
they say that he is a physician and prepares medicines and 
bandages in order that he may satisfy his need of sustenance. Is 
then this god in need? And he at last was struck by lightning 
by Zeus, on account of Tyndareus the Lacedemonian; and so 
he died. If then Asclepius was a god, and when struck by light- 
ning was unable to help himself, how is it that he was able to help 
others? Whereas it is an impossible thing that the divine nature 
should be in need, or that it should be struck by lightning. 

And again they introduce another god and call him Ares, and — 
they say that he is a warrior and jealous, and covets sheep and 
things which do not belong to him, and acquires possessions 
through his weapons; and of him they say that at last he com- 
mitted adultery with Aphrodite and was bound by a tiny boy 
Eros, and by Hephaestus the husband of Aphrodite: whereas it is 
impossible that a god should be a warrior or a prisoner or an 
adulterer. 

And again they say of Dionysus that he too is a god, who 
celebrates festivals by night and teaches drunkenness, and carries 
off women that do not belong to him: and at the last they say 
that he went mad and left his female attendants and fled to 
the wilderness; and in this madness of his he ate serpents; and 
at the last he was killed by Titan. If then Dionysus was a god, 
and when slain was not able to help himself; how is it that he 
was able to help others ? 

Herakles, too, they introduce, and they say of him that he is 
a god, a hater of things hateful, a tyrant and a warrior, and a 
slayer of the wicked: and of him they say that at the last he 
went mad and slew his children and cast himself into the fire 
and died. If therefore Herakles be a god and in all these evils 
was unable to stand up for himself, how was it that others were 
asking help from him? Whereas it is impossible that a god should 
be mad or drunken or a slayer of his children, or destroyed by 
fire. 

XI. And after him they introduce another god and call him 
Apollo: and they say of him that he is jealous and changeable; and 
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sometimes he holds a bow and a quiver, and sometimes a lyre and 

a plectrum; and he gives oracles to men, in order that he may 
receive a reward from them. Is then this god in need of reward ? as» 
Whereas it is disgraceful that all these things should be found 

in a god. 

And after him they introduce Artemis a goddess, the sister 
of Apollo; and they say that she was a huntress; and she carried 
a bow and arrows, and went about on mountains leading dogs, 
either to hunt the deer or the wild boars. Whereas it is disgraceful 
that a maid should go about by herself on mountains and follow 
the chase of beasts. And therefore it is not possible that Artemis 
should be a goddess. 

Again they say of Aphrodite that she forsooth is a goddess; 
and sometimes forsooth she dwells with their gods, and sometimes 
she commits adultery with men; and sometimes she has Ares for 
her lover and sometimes Adonis, who is Tammuz: and sometimes 
forsooth Aphrodite is wailing and weeping for the death of 
Tammuz: and they say that she went down to Hades in order 
that she might ransom Adonis from Persephone, who was the 
daughter of Hades. If then Aphrodite be a goddess and was 
unable to help her lover in his death, how is she able to help 
others? And this is a thing impossible to be listened to, that the 
divine nature should come to weeping and wailing and adultery. 

And again they say of Tammuz that he is a god; and he is 
forsooth a hunter and an adulterer; and they say that he was killed 
by a blow from a wild boar, and was not able to help himself. 4, 
And if he was not able to help himself, how is he able to take 
care of the human race? And this is impossible, that a god 
should be an adulterer or a hunter or that he should have died by 
violence. 

And again they say of Rhea that she forsooth is the mother of 
their gods ; and they say of her that she had at one time a lover 
Atys, and she was rejoicing in corruptible men; and at the last 
she established lamentations, and was bewailing her lover Atys. 
If then the mother of their gods was not able to help her lover 
and rescue him from death, how is it possible that she should 
help others? It is disgraceful then that a goddess should lament 
and weep, and that she should have joy over corruptible beings, 
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Again they bring forward Kore; and they say that she was a 
goddess and that she was carried off by Pluto and was not able to 
help herself. If then she is a goddess and was not able to help 
herself, how is she able to help others? For a goddess who is 
carried off is extremely weak. 

All these things, then, O king, the Greeks have introduced 
forward about their gods, and have invented and said concerning 
them: whence all men have taken occasion to do all wicked and 
impure things: and thereby the whole earth has been corrupted. 

XII. Now the Egyptians, because they are more evil and 
ignorant than all peoples upon the earth, have erred more than 
all men. For the worship of the Barbarians and the Greeks did 
not suffice them, but they introduced also the nature of beasts, and 
said concerning it that they were gods: and also of the creeping 
things which are found on the dry land and in the waters, and of 
the plants and herbs they have said that some of them are gods, 
and they have become corrupt in all madness and impurity more 
than all peoples that are upon the earth. For of old time they 
worshipped Isis; and they say that she forsooth is a goddess, 
who had forsooth a husband Osiris, her brother; but when forsooth 
Osiris was killed by his brother Typhon, Isis fled with her son 
Horus to Byblos in Syria and was there for a certain time until 
that her son was grown: and he contended with his uncle Typhon 
and killed him, and thereupon Isis returned and went about with 
her son Horus, and was seeking for the body of Osiris her lord, 
and bitterly bewailing his death. If therefore Isis be a goddess, 
and was not able to help Osiris her brother and lord, how is it 
possible that she should help others? Whereas it is impossible 
that the divine nature should be afraid and flee, or weep and 
wail. Otherwise it is a great misfortune. 

But of Osiris they say that he is a god, a beneficent one; 
and he was killed by Typhon and could not help himself; and it is 
evident that this cannot be said of Deity. 

And again they say of Typhon, his brother, that he is a god, 
a fratricide, and slain by his brother’s son and wife since he was 
unable to help himself. And how can one who does not help 
himself be a god ? 

Now because the Egyptians are more ignorant than the rest of 
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the peoples, these and the like gods did not suffice them, but 
they also put the name of gods on the beasts which are merely 
soulless. For some men among them worship the sheep, and 
others the calf; and some of them the pig, and others the shad- 
fish; and some of them the crocodile, and the hawk, and the 
cormorant, and the kite, and the vulture, and the eagle, and the 
crow; some of them worship the cat, and others the fish Shibbuta; 
some of them the dog, and some of them the serpent, and some 
the asp, and others the lion, and others garlic, and onions, and 
thorns, and others the leopard, and the like. | 

And the poor wretches do not perceive with regard to all these 
things that they are nought; while every day they look upon 
their gods, who are eaten and destroyed by men, yea even by their 
own fellows; and some of them being burned, and some of them 
dying and putrifying and becoming refuse; and they do not under- 
stand that they are destroyed in many ways. 

And accordingly the Egyptians have not understood that the 
like of these are not gods, since their salvation is not within their 
own power; and if they are too weak for their own salvation, 
then as regards the salvation of their worshippers pray whence will 
they have the power to help them ? 

XIII. The Egyptians then have erred with a great error, 
above all peoples that are upon the face of the earth. But it 
is a matter of wonder, O king, concerning the Greeks, whereas 
they excel all the rest of the peoples in their manners and in 
their reason, how thus they have gone astray after dead idols 
and senseless images: while they see their gods sawn and polished 
by their makers, and curtailed and cut and burnt and shaped 
and transformed into every shape by them. And when they 
are grown old and fail by the length of time, and are melted 
and broken in pieces, how is it that they do not understand 
concerning them that they are not gods? And those who have 
not ability for their own preservation, how will they be able to 
take care of men? But even the poets and philosophers among 
them being in error have introduced concerning them that they 
are gods, things like these which are made for the honour of God 
Almighty; and being in error they seek to make them like to 
God as to whom no man has ever seen to whom He is like; nor is 
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he able to see Him’; and together with these things they intro- 
duce concerning Deity as if it were that deficiency were found 
with it; in that they say that He accepts sacrifice and asks for 
burnt-offering and libation and murders of men and temples. But 
God is not needy, and none of these things is sought for by Him: 
and it is clear that men are in error in those things that they 
imagine. But their poets and philosophers introduce and say, a 
that the nature of all their gods is one; but they have not under- 
stood of God our Lord, that while He 1s one, He is yet in all. They, 
then, are in error; for if, while the body of man is many in its 
parts, no member is afraid of its fellow, but whilst it is a com- 
posite body, all is on an equality with all: so also God who is one 
in His nature has a single essence proper to Him, and He is 
equal in His nature and His essence, nor is He afraid of Himself. 
If therefore the nature of the gods is one, it is not proper that 
a god should persecute a god, nor kill nor do him that which is 
evil. i | . 

If then gods were persecuted and transfixed by gods, and some 
of them were carried off and some were struck by lightning; it is 
clear that the nature of their gods is not one, and hence it is clear, 
O king, that that is an error which they speculate about the 
nature of their gods, and that they reduce them to one nature. 
If then it 1s proper that we should admire a god who 1s visible 
and does not see, how much more is this worthy of admiration 
that a man should believe in a nature which is invisible and 
all-seeing ! and if again it is right that a man should investigate 
the works of an artificer, how much more is it right that he 
should praise the Maker of the artificer! For behold! while the 
Greeks have established laws, they have not understood that by 
their laws they were condemning their gods; for if their laws are » 4 
just, their gods are unjust, who have committed transgression in 
killing one another and practising sorcery, committing adultery, 
plundering, stealing and sleeping with males, along with the rest 
of their other doings. But if their gods excellently and as they 
describe have done all these things, then the laws of the Greeks 
are unjust; and they are not laid down according to the will of 
the gods; and in this the whole world has erred. 

1 1 Tim. vi. 16, 
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For as for the histories of their gods, some of them are myths, 
some of them physical, and some hymns and songs: the hymns and 
songs, then, are empty words and sound; and as to the physical, if 
they were done as they say, then they are not gods, since they 
have done these things and suffered and endured these things: 
and these myths are flimsy words, altogether devoid of force. 

XIV. Let us come now, O king, also to the history of the Jews 
and let us see what sort of opinion they have concerning God. 
The Jews then say that God is one, Creator of all and almighty: 
and that it is not proper for us that anything else should be wor- 
shipped, but this God only: and in this they appear to be much 
nearer to the truth than all the peoples, in that they worship God 
more exceedingly and not His works; and they imitate God by 
reason of the love which they have for man; for they have compas- 
sion on the poor and ransom the captive and bury the dead, and 
do things of a similar nature to these: things which are acceptable 
to God and are well-pleasing also to men, things which they have 
received from their fathers of old. Nevertheless they too have 
gone astray from accurate knowledge, and they suppose in their 
minds that they are serving God, but in the methods of their 
actions their service is to angels and not to God, in that they 
observe sabbaths and new moons and the passover and the great 
fast, and the fast, and circumcision, and cleanness of meats: which 
things not even thus have they perfectly observed. 

XV. Now the Christians, O king, by going about and seeking 
have found the truth, and as we have comprehended from their 
writings they are nearer to the truth and to exact knowledge than 
the rest of the peoples. For they know and believe in God, the 
Maker of heaven and earth, in whom are all things and from whom 
are all things: He who has no other god as His fellow: from whom 
they have received those commandments which they have engraved 
on their minds, which they keep in the hope and expectation of 
the world to come; so that on this account they do not commit 
adultery nor fornication, they do not bear false witness, they do not 
deny a deposit, nor covet what is not theirs: they honour father 
and mother; they do good to those who are their neighbours, and 
when they are judges they judge uprightly; and they do not 
worship idols in the form of man; and whatever they do not 
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wish that others should do to them, they do not practise towards 
any one’, and they do not eat of the meats of idol sacrifices, for 
they are undefiled: and those who grieve them they comfort, and ; 
make them their friends; and they do good to their enemies: 
and their wives, O king, are pure as virgins, and their daughters 
modest: and their men abstain from all unlawful wedlock and 
from all impurity, in the hope of the recompense that is to come 
in another world: but as for their servants or handmaids, or their 
children if any of them have any, they persuade them to become 
Christians for the love that they have towards them; and when 
they have become so, they call them without distinction brethren : 
they do not worship strange gods: and they walk in all humility 
and kindness, and falsehood is not found among them, and they 
love one another: and from the widows they do not turn away 
their countenance: and they rescue the orphan from him who does 
him violence: and he who has gives to him who has not, with- 
out grudging ; and when they see the stranger they bring him to 
their dwellings, and rejoice over him as over a true brother; for 
they do not call brothers those who are after the flesh, but those 
who are in the spirit and in God: but when one of their poor 
passes away from the world, and any of them sees him, then he 
provides for his burial according to his ability; and if they hear 
that any of their number is imprisoned or oppressed for the name 
of their Messiah, all of them provide for his needs, and if it is 
possible that he may be delivered, they deliver him. 

And if there is among them a man that is poor or needy, and 
they have not an abundance of necessaries, they fast two or three 
days that they may supply the needy with their necessary food. 
And they observe scrupulously the commandments of their 
Messiah: they live honestly and soberly, as the Lord their God 
commanded them: every morning and at all hours on account of 
the goodnesses of God toward them they praise and laud Him: 
and over their food and over their drink they render Him thanks. 
And if any righteous person of their number passes away from the 
world they rejoice and give thanks to God, and they follow his 
body, as if he were moving from one place to another: and when a 
child is born to any one of them, they praise God, and if again 

1 Cf. Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, cc. 1—4. 
H. A. 4 
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it chance to die in its infancy, they praise God mightily, as for 
one who has passed through the world without sins. And if 
again they see that one of their number has died in his iniquity 
or in his sins, over this one they weep bitterly and sigh, as over 
one who is about to go to punishment: such is the ordinance of 
the law of the Christians, O king, and such their conduct. 

XVI. As men who know God, they ask from Him petitions 
which are proper for Him to give and for them to receive: and 
thus they accomplish the course of their lives. And because they 
acknowledge the goodnesses of God towards them, lo! on account 
of them there flows forth the beauty that is in the world. And 
truly they are of the number of those that have found the truth 
by going about and seeking it, and as far as we have compre- 
hended, we have understood that they only are near to the know- 
ledge of the truth. 

But the good deeds which they do, they do not proclaim in the 
ears of the multitude, and they take care that no one shall perceive 
them, and hide their gift, as he who has found a treasure and 
hides it’. And they labour to become righteous as those that 
expect to see their Messiah and receive from Him the promises 
made to them with great glory. | 

But their sayings and their ordinances, O king, and the glory 
of their service, and the expectation of their recompense of reward, 
according to the doing of each one of them, which they expect 
in another world, thou art able to know from their writings. It 
sufficeth for us that we have briefly made known to your majesty 
concerning the conversation and the truth of the Christians. For 
truly great and wonderful is their teaching to him that is willing 
to examine and understand it. And truly this people is a new 
people, and there is something divine mingled with it. Take now 
their writings and read in them, and lo! ye will find that not of 
myself have I brought these things forward nor as their advocate 
have I said them, but as I have read in their writings, these things 
I firmly believe, and those things also that are to come. And 
therefore I was constrained to set forth the truth to them that 
take pleasure therein and seek after the world to come. 

And I have no doubt that the world stands by reason of 

1 Matt. xiii, 44. 
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the intercession of Christians. But the rest of the peoples are 
deceived and deceivers, rolling themselves before the elements of 
the world, according as the sight of their understanding is un- 
willing to pass by them ; and they grope as if in the dark, because 
they are unwilling to know the truth, and like drunken men they 
stagger and thrust one another and fall down. 

XVII. Thus far, O king, it is I that have spoken. For as to 
what remains, as was said above, there are found in their other 
writings words which are difficult to speak, or that one should 
repeat them ; things which are not only said, but actually done. 

The Greeks, then, O king, because they practise foul things 
in sleeping with males, and with mother and sister and daughter, 
turn the ridicule of their foulness upon the Christians; but the 
Christians are honest and pious, and the truth is set before their 
eyes, and they are long-suffering; and therefore while they know 
their error and are buffeted by them, they endure and suffer 
them: and more exceedingly do they pity them as men who are 
destitute of knowledge: and in their behalf they offer up prayers 
that they may turn from their error. And when it chances that 
one of them turns, he is ashamed before the Christians of the 
deeds that are done by him: and he confesses to God, saying, 
In ignorance I did these things: and he cleanses his heart, and 
his sins are forgiven him, because he did them in ignorance in’ 
former time, when he was blaspheming and reviling the true 
knowledge of the Christians. And truly blessed is the race of the 
Christians, more than all men that are upon the face of the earth. 

Let the tongues of those now be silenced who talk vanity, and 
who oppress the Christians, and let them now speak the truth. 
For it is better that they should worship the true God rather 
than that they should worship a sound without intelligence; and 
truly divine is that which is spoken by the mouth of the Christians, 
and their teaching is the gateway of light. Let all those then 
approach thereunto who do not know God, and let them receive 
incorruptible words, those which are so always and from eternity : 
let them, therefore, anticipate the dread judgment which is to 
come by Jesus the Messiah upon the whole race of men. 


The Apology of Aristides the Philosopher is ended. 
4.—2 


NOTES ON THE SYRIAC VERSION. 


p. 35, 1. 4 (<3). We have given in the introductory remarks the reasons 
for believing that the words wWxa\ o@ and ZA SAs0t0 are a part of 
the name of the emperor addressed. Both of these words, however, might 
have been used generally, as royal adjectives. For example, in the recently 
published Acta Mar Kardaghi of Abbeloos p. 87 they occur as titles of the 
king of Persia: 


Jalsa nia Maio das ana\ ssa wla 


which Abbeloos renders by “contra adorabilem regem regum.” 
aA Lit real sa wins (rex regum clemens jussit). 


(The plural points in these two titles, though obviously wrong, have been 
retained in our text, in accordance with the principle of reproducing the 
punctuation of the MS. exactly as it stands. In the first sentence the MS. 
has a slight stop after e&< cal rd, while there is no stop after aN Tasorw. 
‘Almighty’ can only be retained as an epithet of the Deity: but possibly 
there has been some confusion of the original, which may have run: gepi 
OeooeBeias’ avroxparopt, x.t.A.] 

1. 7 (e 7). The demonstration of Divine Providence from the contem- 
plation of the heavenly bodies is common to all forms of Theistic teaching : 
consequently it occurs freely in Christian Apologetics. We may compare 
the following passages : 

Melito, Oration to Antoninus Caesar (Cureton, Spic. Syr. p. 46). “He hath 
set before thee the heavens, and He has placed in them the stars. He hath 
set before thee the sun and the moon, and they every day fulfil their course 
therein...He hath set before thee the clouds which by ordinance bring water 
from above and satisfy the earth: that from these things thou mightest 
understand, that He who moveth these is greater than they all, 


[ace tedu ponlas — picon 293] 
and that thou mightest accept the goodness of Him who hath given to thee a 
mind by which thou mayest distinguish these things.” 


Origen, De Principis, u.1. 5. “But that we may believe on the authority 
of Holy Scripture, that such is the case, hear how in the books of Maccabees, 
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where the mother of the seven martyrs exhorts her son to endure torture, this 
truth is confirmed: for she says, ‘I ask of thee, my son, to look at the heaven 
and earth, and at all things which are in them, and beholding them, to know 
that God made all these things when they did not exist.’” [2 Macc. vii. 28.] 

Id. 1v. 1.7. “The artistic plan of a providential Ruler is not so evident 
in matters belonging to the earth, as in the case of the sun, moon and 
stars.” 

1.11 (p11). Cf. Melito, Oration p. 50. “He made the lights that His 
works might behold one another, and He concealeth Himself in His might 
from all His works.” 

[L 11 (13). mmsdvena, If this reading be correct, the Ethpa. 
seems to be here used in the sense of ‘sibi investigare,’ of which only one 
example is cited in the Thes. Syr., viz. from the unpublished Hexaem. of Bar 
Cephas. The context however of the quotation shews that there at least such 
& meaning is inadmissible. The words (kindly supplied by Dr Zotenberg) 


are: aca wus eA camls oats lis tA ale 
wm (pO dam ehar wo cl cacea Mate’ ami 
waouls ee pansha aan edu durtusn dwdls 
PALA aco oo cam amd el Wtaia Inca .e_acals 

-e_acals wduls a as ASA pniwa 


ll, 14, 15 (re 14, 15). A comparison with the Armenian suggests that 
something has fallen out here. The Syriac cannot be translated as it stands. 
The Greek unfortunately fails us at this point.] 

l. 19 (e 19). The early Christian teachers emphasised strongly this 
belief that the world was made for the sake of man: consequently we must 
not assume, if we find the same statement in Justin Martyr, that the idea 
was borrowed from Aristides, for it is a part of the regular second-century 
teaching. The following parallels may be quoted: 

Justin, Apol. 1.10. «at ravra rnv apynv ayabov dyra Snucovpynoa avrov €& 
dpophov vAns & avOparous bedidaypeba. 

Dial. 41. wa apa re evxapiorapev re Oe@ vmép re Tod roy Koopov exrixévas 
avy Tract Tots ev avt@ dia Tov avOparor. 

Ps. Justin, Ep. ad Dign. 10. 6 yap Oeds tous dvOparous yyannoe, d¢ ovs 
€moinge Tov KuopoY, ols Umérake marta, Kré. 

1, 23 (9 5). Cf. Philo, Fragments, p. 70: év bed povov rd réAeov Kai 
avevdeds, év dé avOpwme To émdeés kai aredés. 

Id. de Fortitudine § 3. ‘O omovdaios oAcyo8ens, dbavdrou Kai Ounris hicews 
peOoptos. 
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Acta Mar Kardaghi (ed. Abbeloos, p. 30) : 

rosie oO «6 Oi Mowion dupudred 23-50 
oe OW eam Ad 2 air 

1], 28 (3 8). The same philosophical opinion will be found almost in 
the same words in Eustathius contra Arianos quoted in John of Damascus, 
Parallels p. 314, 

av THY apxny Exov, Kat redos émidexerat’ TO Be Tédos emidexdpevov, POopas 
éori dexrixoy. 

1. 30 (3 10). We may compare the following passages from Justin and 
from the Epistle to Diognetus, in view of Jerome’s statement that Justin 
imitated Aristides, and the modern theory of Doulcet as to the authorship 
of the anonymous epistle to Diognetus. 

Justin, Apol. 1.9. ov yap rovavrny nyovpeda rov Oeov exew Thy popdyy, Hv 
daci rives els Tiny pepipho Oat. 

Justin, Apol, 11. 6. dvopa 8€ re mavrav marpi Oerdv, dyevvnre ovr, ovK Core" 
@ yap av cat Svopd rt mpooayopevnrat, mpeaBurepov Exet Tov Oépevoy To Gvopa. 

Justin, Dial. 4. gyot yap WAdrop, fv & eyo, avro rovovroy elrat ro Tov vow 
dupa kat mpos rovro npiv SedocGat, ws dvvacba xaSopay avré éxeivo ro ov elAiKpuvet 
avr@ éxeivp, & Ta vonTaY amdvTwv €oTlv airiov, ov xpapa Exo, ov cyAMa, Ov 
péyeBos, ovde avdev adv opOarpos Brérret. | 

Justin, Apol. 1.10. add’ odd SéerOat ris wap’ avOparav dduxns mpordopas 
mpocetAnmapev Tov Gedy, avroy mapexovra mavra opavres. 

Ep. ad Diogn. 3. 06 yap mowjoas tov ovpavoy Kat riv yay cat mavra ra év 
avrois, kal waow nuly yopryav av mpoodedpueba, ovdevds av avtos mpoc8éotro ToUT@y 
ay trois olopévoes Se8ovar srapéxer avros. 

[p. 36, 1. 13 (4X. 2). @aopev Gr. (p. 100, 1. 16) Arm., ei8mpev Syr. A com- 
parison between the Gr. and Syr. shews a like variation in x 18 (Gr. p. 101, 
1. 3) and Jy 18 (Gr. p. 104, 1. 1). 

1.18 (X48). ‘The head of the race of their religion.’ This seems to be 
a conflation of the two phrases which occur lower down: ‘the head of their 
race,’ and ‘the beginning of their religion.’ It should be simply ‘the head of 
their race,’ as we see from the Greek. | 

1, 23 (AX. 13). The Armenian has ‘Kadmus the Sidonian and Dionysus 
the Theban.’ Cf. Herod. 11. 91 rav yap Aavadv cai rov Avyxéa éovras Xeppiras 
éxmAaoat és rHv ‘EAXada, and 11. 49 wapa Kadpou re rov Tupiov xai trav oop 
avrg ex Powixns. But Kadmus is a Sidonian in Eur, Bacch. 171 and Ovid, 
Met. iv. 571. 

[l. 27 (A 17). The statement that the people received the name of 
‘Hebrews’ from Moses is peculiar to the Syr. and Arm. translations. ] 

1. 29 (Ni 20). The writer not only deduces the name of the Christians 
from the title of their founder, but he is also ready, like Justin and other 
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fathers, to compare the name with the Greek word ypnords, as we shall see 
in the closing chapter. The following parallels may be noted in Justin. 

Justin, Apol, 1.12. "Incots Xptoros, ad’ ov cal ro xproriavot emovopdter bat 
eo ynkapey, 

Dial. 63. rH éxxAnoia tH e& cyvdparos avrov yevopévy Kat peragxovan Tov 
OvOLATOS aUTOU, xptoTiavol yap mavres kadovpeda. 

Ibid. 1388. 6 yap xptoros, mpwroroxos maans xticews wy, Kat dpyy madw 
dAXov yevous yéyovev, Tov avayevynOevros um’ avrov. 8° tdaros Kal micrews xai 
EvXov, Tov To proTHptoyv TOU Graupod ExovTos, dv Tpdroy Kal o Noe xré. 

1. 32 (X23). With the closing words of this sentence we may compare 
the Syriac Acts of John (ed. Wright), p. 37, 

iam oman jx mhotas las Tre ALY.) 
where we should correct the text so as to read “and when formed as a child 
in the womb He was with His Father.” 

1. 34 (x 1). The Gospel is clearly a written one, and not the general 


message (evayyéAtov), In c. xvi. we again find Aristides offering the 
Emperor the Christian Scriptures. 


fl. 38 (= 5). The Greek text has xat rehécas rnv Gavpaorny avrov olxovopiap. 
Cf. Justin, Dial. 103, and Otto’s note on that passage, where the use of oixo- 


vonia is illustrated. In the Syriac 5a 350 is unsatisfactory. It can hardly be 


intended to represent (olkovoyiav) rwa. Possibly it is a corruption of some 
word which corresponded to 6avpacrijv.] 


p. 37, 1. 1 (a 6). Another instance of the formula “He was crucified by 


the Jews,’ beyond those to which we have already drawn attention, may be 
found in a fragment of Melito preserved by Anastasius Sinaita; 


‘O Geds mérovOev vmo Sefvas “IopanXiridos, 


for which the Syriac rendering is given by Cureton, Spic. Syr. A= , 4. 


maracas oo ond Linton’: ales lilo cmc 
dal faa’ 


In later times we may expect to find similar language, though the expres- 
sion itself disappears from the Creed. In Acta Mar Kardaghi p. 37 we have 
the following (loquitur Satanas), 


dlievo whaaza ap dlXs cic 
mans ould whtas dal ac tho 
J Riztoarts <atads pias adoia aa 
and again in p. 74 
WMSNAcks wMAANIT AM Zit wars Justa 
The idea of the Jews being the special agents of Satan in the Crucifixion 
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comes out also in an unpublished ’Avtridoyia between the Devil and Christ, 
which is preserved in a Ms. at Jerusalem (Cod. 66, S. Sep.), where we read 

Kat 6 deaBodos A€yes: Topevoopuat mpos “Avvay nat Katadav rovs dpytepeis Tous 
€uovs "lovdaiovs: Kat rowjow avtovs iva ce CTavpdcwdt. 

[Compare also the Letter of Pilate in the Acts of Peter and Paul § 42 
(Tisch. Acta Apocr., Lips. 1851, p. 17): of 8€ éoravpwoay avrov, cai rapévros 
auvrov dvAakas xaréornoay em avrov.| 

1. 20 (= 25). The injunction to have a care that your gods be not stolen 
is not uncommon with the early Christians, and it is not improbable that 
they were able to refer to special and notable cases of violation of temples 
and mutilation of images. We may refer, at all events, to the following 
parallels : 

Justin, Apol. 1.9. xat rov iepov évOa avaridevrac duAakas To.ovTous Kabio- 
Taval, py Tvvopavras abeptroy Kal TO voeww 7 A€yew avOparous Gedy elvac PvAakas. 

Ep. ad Diogn. 2. rods peév ABivouvs Kat cotpaxivous céBovres advAdxrous, 
rous 8€ apyupovs Kal ypucovs éyxAelovres trais vugi Kat rais npépas pvAaxas 
mapaxa@ioravres iva py KAaTa@ct. 

1. 26 (og 5). Compare c. vu. From the “Teaching of the Apostles” 
(c. VI. 3) onwards, idolatry is known as a ‘worship of dead gods’: e.g. Melito, 
Oration p. 43, “But I affirm that also the Sibyl has said respecting them, 
that it is the images of kings, who are dead, they worship.” 

p. 38, 1. 1 (a3 19). The writer now proceeds to discuss the views of those 


who either sought the First Principle in one of the elements or imagined it 
to be located in one of the heavenly bodies. And it is common for the early 
Christian writers to demolish the philosophic schools in detail according as they 
found them referring the origin of all things to water, as Thales; or air, as 
Anaximenes; or fire, as Heraclitus; or earth, as Pherecydes and Xenophanes. 
We may compare Plutarch De placitis philosophorum 1. 3, and then notice how 
the Christian apologists deal with the matter. The writer of the Epistle to 
Diognetus thinks that, if a god is to be found amongst the elements, one 
element or created thing is as good as another : 

Ep. ad Diogn. 8. oi peév wip ehacav eiva rov Oeov (ov péAAovat ywpnoew 
autoi, rovro kadovat Oedv)- of 8€ V8wp- of 8 GAO Tt rev OTOLXElwv TAY exTiopéveY 
vmod Oeov: xairovye, et Tis TovTav Tov Adywv amodextos €art, Svvatr’ Gy Kal 
Tov NomTav Krioparwy év ExacTov opoiws amodaiver Oat Gedy. 

Melito deals even more shortly with the matter, and in a rude common- 
sense manner says that we may call a creature God without making it to be 
divine : 

Oration, p. 42. “And if, therefore, a man...say that there is another God, 
it is found from his own words that he calleth some created thing God. 
For if a man call fire God, it is not God, because it is fire; and if a man 
call the waters God, they are not God, because they are waters; and if this 
earth which we tread upon, and if those heavens which are seen by us, and 
if the sun, or the moon, or one of those stars which run their course by 
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ordinance and rest not, nor. proceed by their own will—and if a man call 
gold and silver gods: are not these things that we use as we please?” 

It will be seen that their treatment of the subject was superficial, no other 
treatment being, in fact, necessary. Aristides, however, takes the matter 
' more seriously and examines each case in detail by the light of his previously 
stated axioms concerning the divine nature. 

[1.1 (eva 19). €A@wpev Gr., éravéAOwpev Syr. Comp. also ae 18 (Gr. p. 104, 
1. 1). 


1. 36 (4.10). eaotaasa. Probably for w wyada, examples of which 
are given under @agd in the Thes. Syr. 

p. 39, 1.1 (4 11). - ashaalss. This phrase, ‘your majesty,’ does 
not in any way suggest that more than one person is addressed. 

]. 11 (4 20). A probable emendation is Whaseun cdiuszs. 


1. 27 (.a9 13). soak dur dase. This slight emendation brings the 
Syr. into more literal accordance with the Gk. The expression pepiopov 
€xovra seems also to have suggested the next sentence in the Syriac, where it 
is combined with the preceding words els ypjow trav avOparwy. 

1. 37 (x 1). Similar language is applied to the heaven in a paragraph 
found only in the Gr. (p. 101, 1. 30) xat &€x woAA@v cuveotdra’ 810 Kat Koopos 
kadetrat, Where the reference is to man, we should have expected puxpos 
xoopus. See Suicer, Zhes. 1. 369 (1728). A treatise was written on this 
subject (ejany sala rezsica) by Ahudhemmeh (+ 4.d. 575). 
see Bibl. Or. ur. 1. 194. 

p. 40, ll. 22 ff. (w 2-12). In this classification of the gods of the Greeks 
the principal points in which the Syr. differs from the Gr. are: (1) ddeAdoxro: ous 
(p. 104, 1. 7) is not represented. It is absent also from the Pemb. Coll. MS. of 
the Greek. (2) After pawopévous two clauses are inserted, the one taken from 
the description of Apollo (eas 21, 22), and the other from that of Artemis 
(Qi 5). (3) An additional clause is inserted after xai guyddas yevopevous. 
(4) Two additional clauses, the one taken from the description of Aphrodite 
(Q» 15), the other probably from that of Tammuz (Qs 23), are inserted after 
the words kai xomropevous kai Opnvoupevous. 

It may be remarked that the Greek participles just quoted are both ren- 
dered as passives (‘wept and lamented by men’) by the Syr. translator. The 
Latin version omits them: the translation of Billyus is; “ nonnullos vulnera 
accepisse, ac lamenta edidisse.”] 

1. 25 ( 7). He is referring to Apollo, Poseidon and Asklepios: cf. 
Tertullian, Apol. 14, Hic Apollinem Admeto regi pascendis pecoribus addicit, 
ille Neptuni structorias operas Laomedonti locat. Est et illis de lyricis 
(Pindarum dico) qui Aescolapium canit avaritiae merito, quia medicinam 
nocenter exercebat, fulmine iudicatum. 
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[]. 33 (2 12). . OteXin. The Pah. and Aph. of }AX_= moechari 
are not given in the Lexicons. The use of the former is however a marked 
feature in the language of our translator. It occurs again ca» 9 with A ; 
we 12, absol.; 2 20 and Gs» 11, with =. Compare V3N, Targ. 
Job xxxvi. 20. We have an instance of the Aph. in Mat, v. 32 (Cur.) 
cal WY Asad = rove avrny poryevOqvas, 

p. 41, 1. 20 (ee 14. Gr. p. 104, 1. 22). The Syr. supports neither ors 
nor 6 mparos. | 

1, 21 (ps 15). The translator gives the Syriac name for Saturn, ._ AS. 
In the Classical Review for June 1890, p. 259, Prof. Margoliouth reviewing 
Budge’s Pseudo-Callisthenes remarks as follows, “On p. 9 after the name of 
each planet we are told what the Persian for it is: surely this implies that 
the book which the translator had before him was in Persian. I will quote 
one of these, because Mr Budge has by accident missed the truth. The name 


of Saturn is omitted from the list, but instead we read, the colour « ON 


of a black stone, and the horoscopus of helant which is called in Persian Farnid. 
Mr Budge would emend Farnig’, but it is a Persian word signifying Saturn...... 


Hence « AX ‘colour’ must stand for a word signifying Saturn; and this 
° ° ° ¢ 29) 
will be the Persian lps which the translator has read B 3 colour’. 
It would seem to be a more direct process simply to emend the Syriac 
oA into. as. 
p. 42, 1. 2 (sas 10). The amours of the gods are, as might have been 


expected, the staple of early Christian apologetics. A few references may 
be given in illustration of the scornful summary of Olympic history given by 
Aristides. 

Justin, Apol. 1. 21. méaovs yap vios pdoxovor rod Ads of wap’ vpiy 
Ti@pevos ovyypageis, ericragbe> ‘Eppiy pév, Xoyov rov épunveurixoy kad wrdvrepy 
dddoxadov, "AckAnmiody €é, cat Oeparrevriy yevopevov, xepavywmbévra aveAnAvOévas 
eis ovpavov, Acovvooy d€ SiaomapayOévra, ‘Hpaxdéa 8€ duy7y movey éavroy mupi 
Sovra, rous éx Andas.d€ Avooxovpous, xat rov éx Aavans Ilepoea,... 

Justin, Apol. 1. 25. Oe@ 8€ r@ ayevynr@ kai dabei éavrovs aveOnxaper, ov 
oure én’ Avriomny Kat Tas GAXas opoiws ovde emt Tavupndyy 80 olarpov éAndvbévas 
mecOopue ba, 

Recog. Clement. x. 22. “Antiopen Nyctei versus in Satyrum corrupit: ex 
qua nascuntur Amphion et Zethus; Alcmenam, mutatus in virum eius 
Amphitryonem; ex qua nascitur Hercules: Aeginam Asopi, mutatus in 
aquilam, ex qua nascitur Aeacus. Sed et Ganymedem Dardani mutatus 
nihilominus in aquilam stuprat; Mantheam Phoci, mutatus in ursum; ex 
qua nascitur Arctos: Danaen Acrisii, mutatus in aurum; ex qua nascitur 
Perseus: Europen Phoenicis, mutatus in taurum; ex qua nascitur Minos, et 
Rhadamanthus Sarpedonque: Eurymedusam Achelai, mutatus in formicam ; 
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ex qua nascitur Myrmidon: Thaliam Aetnam nympham, mutatus in vulturem ; 
ex qua nascuntur apud Siciliam Palixi: Imandram Geneani apud Rhodum, 
mutatus in imbrem: Cassiopiam, mutatus in virum eius Phoenicem ; ex qua 
nascitur Anchinos: Ledam Thesti, mutatus in cycnum; ex qua nascitur 
Helena: et iterum eandem, mutatus in stellam; ex qua nascuntur Castor et 
Pollux: Lamiam, mutatus in upupam: Mnemosynen, mutatus in pastorem ; 
ex qua nascuntur Musae novem: Nemesin, mutatus in anserem: Semelen 
Cadmiam mutatus in ignem; ex qua nascitur Dionysus,” etc. 

See also Ps. Justin, Oratio ad Gentiles= Ambrose, Hypomnemata (Cure- 
ton, Spic. Syr. pp. 63, 64) for a similar sketch to that of Aristides. 


[l. 4 (ae 11). Pasiphae is an erroneous insertion in the Syriac. 
L 6 (saa 13). waAX. seems to be an attempt to render garvpov. In the 
Syriac of Ambrose (Spic. Syr. A\\ 16) the Greek word is transliterated. 


1. 7 (as 14). Yen0R. Our translator seems to have read SEAHNHS 
for SEMEAHS. 


1. 11 (ae 19). oanalan rwalwa ,wasnaxiaa yal ao, 


‘Castor and Polydeuces and Helene (mead ee) and Paludus.’ This last word 
is a vox nthilt; and the confusion has arisen in the following manner. The 
Greek has ‘Castor and Helene and Polydeuces.’ The Syriac scribe has written 
Polydeuces in its more obvious position immediately after Castor, and then 
the second Polydeuces has suffered corruption. 

1. 18 (Xgs 6. Gr. p. 105, 1. 15). rav dedv adrav Codd. AW. Syr. 


1, 30 (Ng 16). caze$s ps 7DAD jasMd in the Syr. alone. Comp. 
‘cum pilleo Vulcanus et malleo.’ Arnob. adv. nat. v1. 12.] 

1, 31 (Nyse 17). For the ornaments made by Hephaestus, and sarcastic 
Christian remarks thereon, we niay cite 

Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos, c. VIII. ‘O yap audeyunes, ws elxos, o mopmas 
kal yvaprras €Auxas 8nuovpyay rots Kopoxocpiows yrarnoe THY aunropa maiéa Kat 
opparny (sc. ’AOnvay). 

[l. 37 (xe 2). mANae, ‘maimed. The Greek has xvAdov: but it 
is an impossible epithet for Hermes. The corruption however must have been 
a very early one. The Pembroke College MS. has dcAcov as a suggestion in 
the margin ; but this is merely a conjectural emendation of the seventeenth 
century. The Latin version has ‘uersipellem.’ Probably xvAdov has slipped 
in from the description of Hephaestus just above. It may be noted however 
that ‘versipellis’ = 1) Prov. xiv. 25, Vulg., where the LXX. has 8ddtos, 
which is elsewhere used as an epithet of Hermes. If therefore the Latin 
really represents a Greek word, and is not a mere guess, doArov would seem to 
be appropriate, and it is not very unlike xvAdop. . 

ef TNO (‘and an athlete’). An addition in the Syr., referring to Hermes 
as the inventor of the palaestra. Comp. ‘curat Mercurius ceromas, pugillati- 
bus et luctationibus praeest,’ Arnob. adv. nat. I11. 23. 
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p. 43, 1. 7 (a 11). The Syr. read Aaxedaipova or Aaxedarpénov and omitted 
viov,. 

1. 25 (eras 7). vr rev Tirdvov. Comp. Arnob. adv. nat. 1. 41, v.19. The 
Syr. has the singular. 

1. 29 (evas 12). mal 2. SAID ZI. Peculiar to the Syriac. 
Comp. rar éyOpa yuceiv, Eur. Herc. Fur. 586. 

p. 44, L 1 (es 21, 22), WZeania mono, lit. ‘a cithara, and a 
striker’ (cf. » 5). This last word might mean the ‘plectrum’; or it might 
mean another musical instrument. Cf. Arnob. adv. nat. vi. 12, ‘cum plectro 
et fidibus Delius.’ 

The Greek has x:Oépav xat éravOi8a (or éravOi8a, or éravAisa). The emen- 
dations Anxri8a and mpcrida have little to commend them. The Latin version 
has ‘ tibiam.’] 

1, 31 (ys 5). [The paragraph on Rhea and the following one on Proserpine 
are not in the Greek.] The Fathers not infrequently allude to the myth of 
Rhea and Atys. [Cf. Tatian, ad Graecos, 8, ‘Péa péev yap, nv of dno trav Spuyiov 
épav KuBeAnv dacir,...dca rov épopevov ravrns “Arriy, | 

The story is apparently Phrygian in origin, though very similar in its 
details to forms from the further East. Lucian (De dea Syra, 33) de- 
scribing the three images in the temple at Hierapolis says that the first 
two are Zeus and Hera, and the third xadéera: 8€ onprioy xai vn’ avrov 
"Acoupioy ovd€ rt dvopa ikiov air@ Edevro. -Baethgen (Bettrdge zur Semitischen 
Religionsgeschichte) p. 73 most ingeniously conjectures this to be a mis- 
understanding of Lucian’s; onyetov=NNNX=NNY which last stands for Az or 
Atys: the name appearing in a variety of forms, sometimes alone, sometimes 
combined with other deities, and sometimes as a factor in proper names: e.g. 
in Bardesanes De Fato we are told that the men of Edessa down to the time 
of Abgar used to sacrifice their foreskins to Tharatha: this seems to be a 
late form Nny n= INWY+ Nny or Istar+ Atta. 

As to the establishment of dances in honour of Atys, these are a 
characteristic feature of Semitic orgiastic worship. One of the best illustra- 
tions is the temple of Baal-Marcod, which stands on a spur of the Lebanon 
above Beyrout, and where there are many inscriptions from the ancient 
temple built into the walls of a modern convent. The name implies Lord of 
Dances and in one inscription given by Waddington (Inscr. Syr. No. 1855) is 
directly paraphrased as xolpave xapov. 


[p. 45, L 11 (cane 2). este’ As durd's in the Syriac alone, taken 
from the formula in 1. 9.] 

1, 22 (.sa2 13). According to our apologist Isis fled to Byblos in Syria; 
and this agrees with Plutarch De Iside et Osiride, that Byblos was a sanc- 
tuary of Isis; now we know from Lucian De Dea Syra c. 6 that the great 


sanctuary at Byblos was a sanctuary of Aphrodite BuSAin (cf. Strabo xvi 2, p. 
362 BuBAos=’Adaudos fepd). We should therefore have to assume that 
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Byblos was the centre at once of an Isis-cult and an Aphrodite-cult which is 
the same thing as an Astarte-cult, for our apologist tells us to equate the 
Greek Aphrodite to the Syrian Astera. We must then assume either that 
the two forms of worship existed side by side, or that there had been a fusion 
of the two cults, the latter hypothesis being favoured by the similarity be- 
tween the case of Aphrodite weeping for Tammuz and Isis lamenting Osiris. 
Moreover the confusion extends to the personalities of Osiris and Adonis: 
and Movers quotes from Stephanus of Byzantium as follows: ’Apaovs mores 
Kumpou dpxaorarn, ev 7 "Adams “Octpis ériparo ov Alyirrioy Svra Kumpiot kai 
Boivxes iStorotovrro. 

Whether, then, we pay attention to the dead gods or the wailing goddesses, 
there is a great similarity in the matter of the two religions. And we have 
suggested that in the sanctuary at Byblos the two cults may have been 
carried on side by side. One other question suggests itself, viz. whether they 
may not both be modifications of some earlier worship. We have some 
reason for believing that the original Byblos-worship was that of the Assyrian 
Baaltis, for Philo Byblius says that this city was the gift of Cronos to 
Baaltis. Now this Baaltis, the Assyrian mother of the gods, appears in the 
west in a Greek form, first under the name of Mylitta by a common change 
in the pronunciation of 6 and m. But this Mylitta is affirmed by Herodotus 
to be capable of equation with Aphrodite (I. 131 xadéovor 8€ "Acaovpioe ry 
"Adpodirny MvAirra) and this would iead us to recognize in the sanctuary 
at Byblos an original sanctuary of Mylitta. 


[p. 46, 1. 2 (A 6). We should probably read rf2&35 and transfer 


NOsl> to the preceding clause. ] 

1. 3 (Ap 7). The local variation in the Egyptian worship appears in 
Herodotus and is alluded to by the Christian fathers : 

Herod. 11. 69. ‘rotow pev 39 trav Alyumriov ipoi clot of xpoxddeAot, roics 8€ 
OU, GAAG are mroAepious mepterovuct. 

Justin, Apol. 1. 24. GdAwv dAAayxod nal Sév8pa ceBopévwy cal rorapovs kal 
ps Kai aidoupous Kat xpoxodeiNous Kal Trav addyov (wwv ra moAXa. 

Recog. Clement. v.20. “Nam alii eorum bovem qui Apis dicitur colendum 
tradidere, alii hircum ; alii gattas ; nonnulli ibin; quidam serpentem ; piscem 
quoque, et caepas et cloacas, crepitus ventris, pro numinibus habendos esse 
docuerunt : et alia innumerabilia quae pudet etiam nominare.” 

[See Mayor’s notes to Juv. Sat. xv., for a storehouse of references on this 
point. ] 

Of the objects of worship mentioned by Aristides, some are rather 
difficult to identify. The first question that arises is with regard to the 
animal denoted by résaqx.. In the Dublin MS. of the Fables of Syntipas, 
Fable 45, we find 

Mido dusaW 0% 


The word therefore stands for a cat. The fable to which we have referred is 
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No. 40 in Landsberger’s Fabeln des Sophos. The Syriac reference is due to 
Prof. Bensly. 
[resaqx. = alrdovpos occurs in Lagarde’s Geop. 116, 19 (Gr. xrv. 4), and 


the form reZ3qax in Geop. 114. 22 (Gr. xtv. 15).] 

Twice there is an allusion to sacred fish, once in a general manner, 
where we should perhaps correct rZ30€\3 to rZ3Gs, thus placing the dove 
with the rest of the sacred birds; and once in a special manner where the 
name of the fish is given as Shibbuta. What fish is this? Is it the same as 
the Aemi8wros of Herodotus (11. 72) ? 

vopifovat 8€ cal trav iyOvov rov Kadevpevov AemBwrov ipoy elvac nai rnv 
€éyxeAup. oe 

The name of the fish is found in the Arabic Lexicons as east : and in 
Freytag it is described as being like a shad (alosa) but three times larger, and 
is said to be exported from the Euphrates to Aleppo. Cf. Levy, Veuhebriiisches 
und Chaldiisches Wérterbuch, Iv. pp. 496, 678. | 

For a similar account of this fish we may refer to a note by Kosegarten in 
Z. D. M. G. tv. 249. Kosegarten merely quotes the Kamus and Freytag, but 
an editorial note adds that the fish in question is the Latin rhombus, i.e. the 
turbot. 

[ed alo, ‘silurus,’ ‘the shad-fish’ (cf. Mayor’s note on Juv. Sat. Iv. 32). 
This comes in somewhat inappropriately: and it may have arisen from a 
misreading of aiNouvpos. ‘The cat’ however is represented lower down by 
mMsatz. | 

msc), ‘the fish,’ is evidently out of place here in the midst of the birds, 
and indeed it is repeated later on, ‘the fish Shibbuta.’ It would be easy 
to emend r@3Q4s, ‘the dove’; but all the birds are of the ravenous type. 
There is just a possibility that 3a vis may have been the original 
word. It occurs in the Pesh. Vers. of Levit. xi. 17, where the corresponding 
word in the A, V. is ‘the cormorant.’ 

1.14 (A 18). e_amadis qa. The Syriac translator read éralpwy 
for érépwy.] 

1. 27 (& 6). Here the language may be illustrated by a reference 
to Justin, Apol. 1. 9, ri yap Set ei8oow vpiv Aéyew a thy TAnv of rexvira 
dtar:Oéacr E€ovres kai réuvovres Kal ywvevovres kai rumrovres; and Ep. ad Diogn. 
2, ovy & peév avrdv ABokdos, 6 Sé xaAxevs, 0 8€ apyupoxomos, & B€é Kepapers 
ém\acey ; 

[p. 47, L 20 (ea 15, 16). Our translator has evidently taken rj» roy 
dedy puorodoyiay in the sense of ‘the counting of the natures of the gods.’] 

p. 49, 1. 1 (Na 21). The description given of the Christians in this 
chapter recalls in many points the “Teaching of the Apostles.” To begin 
with, we have the golden rule in a negative form, which may be compared 
with the first chapter of the Teaching, and with a similar Syriac sentence 
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given as a saying of Menander in Land, Anecdota 1. 69, from Cod. Mus. 
Britt. 14658, fol. 166 7, as follows : 


oeh fl wtasl duc’ ae eee ane oe 
- “\ sanssal 


which is a very different rendering from that of Aristides, and may be 
suspected from its ascription to Menander to be a translation of some 
metrical form of the golden rule. 

The version in Aristides, from its setting in the text of the Apology, 
between two precepts against idolatry, viz. idols in the form of man, and 
meats offered to idols, reminds one of the Codex Bezae which completes the 
rule of the Council at Jerusalem (Acts xv. 29) by adding the words 

cal Goa py Oedrere éavrois yeiver Oat, Erépm py troceiv. 
But whether the sentence stood in this connexion in the primitive Didascalia, 
we cannot say. 

Other parallels will suggest themselves, as when Aristides describes 
Christian practice in words that seem to answer to 

OU potyevoets, ov mopvevoes, ov Wevdopaprupnoets, OUK amooTEpnoes, OUK 
ercOupynoes Ta TOU mAnaion, 
which does not differ much from c. m1. of the Teaching. The parallelisms, 
however, are only just sufficient to suggest an acquaintance with the Teaching 
on the part of Aristides; and his whole presentation of Christian ethics is 
vastly superior to anything in the Didaché, and can only be paralleled for 
beauty and spirituality in the pages of Tertullian. 

fl. 3 (xa 1) pera, ‘they comfort.’ This is a mistranslation of 
the Greek word sapaxaAovcow, which in this place clearly means not ‘to com- 
fort,’ but ‘ to exhort.’] 

p. 50, 1. 37 (A& 17). The belief that the world stands by reason of the 
Christians occurs also in the following passages : 

Justin, Apol. 1. 45. ws av...cuvredéoby 6 aprOucs rav mpoeyvoopévay aire 
dyabdy ytvopévey cai evapérav, 3: ods nal pndérw Thy emtipwow Tenoinrat. 

Justin, Apol. 11.7. dev cat émipéver o Beds tTHv ovyxvow Kal Karadvow Tov 
qravros KOopOoV pL) Trothoa...dua TO oTéppa TaY XptoTiavary, O ywocKes EV TH hice 
OTe atrioy €or. 

Ep. ad Diogn. 6.  xpworrcavol xaréyovra: pév ws ev Ppovpa TP dope, avroi 
8€ cuvéxovat Tov Koo pO. 

The extract from the Epistle to Diognetus is nearer to the idea of 
Aristides than the passages quoted from Justin. 


fl. 37(Aa 17). ... als - rhavia wi dula. An instance of 


the so-called pleonastic negative retained from the Greek. Cf. Plato Hip. 
min. 369 D éya rot ovK dpdioBnta py ovxt oe eivar copwrepoy 7 épe. | 

p. 51,1 2(&a& 19). The expression eld ta dice which we have ren- 
dered “rolling themselves,” occurs again in Melito, Oration (Cureton, Spic. 


Syr. p. \s, 25), 
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:dun asdooa aie ds dow Lipase cise 
peXice wis has .\ 


(“Why rollest thou thyself upon the earth, and offerest supplication to 
things which are without perception ?”) 

[1.13 (y& 7). wAwAX, ‘ridicule,’ ‘scorn.’ This word seems often 
to be confused with msa3Q\_, ‘horror,’ which occurs as a variant for it, 
2 Pet. ii. 18 (compare the Urmi edition of 1846 and the New York edition of 
1886): cf. 4 Mace. 14. 1.] 

1. 32 (.9a% 4). For the expression “gateway of light” cf. Barnab. 18, 
‘O8ot duo eloiy SSayns nai éfovcias, 7 Te Tov Gwros Kai 7 Tov oxorous, and 
Justin, Dial. 7, evxou 8€ cor mpd mavrayv hwros avotyOjvar mvdas: ov yap 
guvorra ovde ovvvonra naoiv €or, ei py Tp Oeds 86 ovmévat Kal 6 xpioros avrod. 

1, 36 (.aa% 8). The concluding words may be compared with Justin 
Dial. 58, év trep péAre xpices 8a rov xvpiov pov "Incot Xptorod 6 routs 
Tov drwy beds rroteto Oat. 

It will be seen that we have given especial attention to the illustrations 
furnished to the text of our author by the undoubted writings of Justin and 
by the Epistle to Diognetus. We have not, however, been able to agree with 
the opinion of Doulcet in reference to the latter writing, nor with the 
tradition of Jerome in reference to Justin’s imitation of Aristides. It may, 
however, be taken for granted, from the parallels adduced, that Justin and 
Aristides are nearly contemporary. 
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While Mr Harris was passing the preceding pages through 
the press, he kindly allowed me to read the proof sheets of his 
translation of the Syriac. Shortly afterwards as I was turning 
over Latin Passionals at Vienna in a fruitless search for a lost MS. 
of the Passion of S. Perpetua, I happened to be reading portions 
of the Latin Version of the ‘ Life of Barlaam and Josaphat,’ and 
presently I stumbled across words which recalled the manner and 
the thought of Aristides. Turning back to the beginning of a 
long speech, I found the words: ‘Ego, rex, providentia Dei venti 
in mundum; et considerans celum et terram, mare et solem et 
lunam, et cetera, admiratus sum ornatum eorum. The Greek text 
of ‘Barlaam and Josaphat’ is printed in Migne’s edition of the 
works of S. John of Damascus: and it was not long before I was 
reading the actual words of the Apologist himself: “Eye, Bacuned, 
mpovoia Beod #rOov eis Tov KOapov' Kai Dewpnoas Tov ovpavov Kal 
ynv Kat Odraccay, HLOV Te Kal ceANnVNV Kal Ta NotTTA, CBavpaca 
Thv Siaxoopnow Tovtwy. It was with some impatience that I 
waited for my return to Cambridge, in order to examine the 
proof sheets again, and so to discover by a comparison of 
the Syriac Version how much of our author was really in our 
hands in the original tongue. 

To what extent then does the Greek speech in ‘ Barlaam and 
Josaphat’ correspond to the Syriac Version of the Apology of 
Aristides? In other words: How far may we claim to have 
recovered the original Apology in the language in which it was 
written ? 

The circumstances under which the Greek has been preserved 
at all demand first a brief notice, ‘The Life of Barlaam and 

5—2 
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Joasaph (or Josaphat)’ is the title of a religious romance, which, 
by a tradition dating at the latest from the 11th century, has been 
connected with the name of S. John of Damascus. It is true 
that SS. Barlaam and Josaphat find a place in the Calendars of 
both the Eastern and Western Churches: but it has long been 
recognised that their ‘ Life’ is a working up of the Indian legend 
of Sakya Mouni, or Buddha; and a number of the apologues scat- 
tered over the piece have also been identified as Eastern stories 
of a very early date. 

The popularity of the book has rarely been equalled in the 
history of literature. Before the 13th century it had been trans- 
lated into almost every known language of the world; an Icelandic 
Version was made about the year 1200 by the order of a Norwegian 
king ; and there is an early English rendering in metre. 

It has lately been argued, and I think with success, by 
Zotenberg’, that the book is much earlier than the time of S. John 
of Damascus; and that the, matter which it has in common with 
several of his works is drawn from previous writers such as 
Gregory Nazianzen and Nemesius. This being so, it may well go 
back to the 6th century, or perhaps earlier still. 

The outline of the story is as follows. An Eastern king, named 
Abenner, persecutes the Christians, and especially the monks, 
whom he expels from India. He is childless; but at length the 
young prince Josaphat is born, and the astrologers, as in 
the case of Buddha, predict for him an extraordinary greatness. 
They add however that he will become a Christian. This his 
father determines to prevent. He encloses him in a magnificent 
palace ; allows none but young and beautiful attendants to approach 
him; and forbids the mention of sorrow, disease and death, and 
above all of Christianity. When the prince is grown to man’s 
estate he asks his father to give him liberty. His entreaties are 
at length successful, as it seems that otherwise his life will be 
saddened, and the first step will have been taken towards his 
reception of the forbidden faith. He is allowed to drive out, but 
the way is carefully prepared beforehand, and guarded from the 


1 Notice sur le livre de Barlaam et Joasaph, Paris, 1886. A useful summary of 
the literature on ‘B. and J.’ is given by Krumbacher in Iwan von Miiller’s Hand- 
buch der alt. Wissensch. vol. 9, pt. 1, p. 469, 
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intrusion of sad sights and sounds. At last precaution fails, and 
he sees one day a lame man and a blind man, and another day a 
man wrinkled and tottering with age. He inquires whether 
accidents may befal any man, and whether every man must come 
at last to miserable old age or death. There is but one answer : 
and the joy has fled from his life. 

A monk of the desert, Barlaam by name, is divinely warned of 
the prince’s condition; and comes disguised as a merchant, and 
obtains entrance to the prince to shew him a most goodly pearl. 
In a long discourse, into which Gospel parables and Eastern 
apologues are skilfully woven, he expounds to him the vanity of 
the world and the Christian hope of the life to come. In the 
end the prince is baptized, and Barlaam disappears into the 
desert. The king, distracted with rage on the one hand and love 
for his son on the other, casts about for means to shake his faith. 
A wily counsellor propounds a plan. An old man, who closely 
resembles Barlaam and who is an admirable actor, is to defend 
the cause of Christianity in an open debate. He is to make a 
lame speech, and be easily refuted by the rhetoricians. The 
prince, seeing his instructor baffled, will renounce his newly 
accepted faith. 7 

The day comes, and Nachor, for this is the old man’s name, 
appears to personate Barlaam. Josaphat addresses him in vigor- 
ous terms, reminding him of the difficulties in which his instruc- 
tions have involved him, and promising him a miserable fate if 
he fails to prove his point. Nachor is not reassured by this mode 
of address; but after some preliminary fencing on the part of 
the rhetoricians he begins to speak. Such, says our author, was 
the providence of God, that like Balaam of old he had come 
to curse, but he ended by blessing with manifold blessings. Or, 
as he says again, lowering his metaphor; ‘He beckoned to the 
multitude to keep silence, and he opened his mouth, and like 
Balaam’s ass he spake that which he had not purposed to speak ; 
and he said to the king: I, O king, by the providence of God 
came into the world....’ 

The Apology of Aristides carried the day: and, to cut the long 
story short, Nachor himself and finally the king and his people 
were converted: and at last Josaphat, who in due course succeeds 
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his father, resigns his kingdom and retires to spend his days with 
Barlaam in the desert’. 


What modifications then were required to fit the Apology 
for its new surroundings? Surprisingly few. 


(1) The king is of course addressed throughout: but this 
is so in the original piece. Only a short sentence at the end 
praises the wise choice of the king’s son. 


(2) The fourfold division of mankind into Barbarians and 
Greeks, Jews and Christians, was out of place in an Indian 
court. We find in its stead a triple division—Worshippers of 
false gods, Jews and Christians: and the first class is subdivided 
into Chaldeans, Greeks and Egyptians, as being the ringleaders 
and teachers of heathenism to the rest of the world’. 


(3) A short passage at the close, in which the Christians 
are defended from the foul charges so often brought against them 
in the first days, was out of date and consequently has disap- 
peared. 


(4) Ifwe add to this that there are traces of compression 
here and there, and that the description of the Christians at the 
close is considerably curtailed, we have exhausted the list of 
substantial modifications which can with certainty be detected. 


The substance of the Apology then is for the most part faith- 
fully preserved: but can we say that with the exceptions already 
named we have the actual Greek words of Aristides himself ? 

The first and most obvious test to apply is that of comparative 
length. The Syriac is, speaking roughly, half as long again as 
the Greek: and this difference is not fully accounted for by the 
combination in the latter of the preliminary statements about the 
Jews and the Christians with the fuller descriptions of them given 
later on, and by the omission of nearly two pages at the close. 


1 A small fragment (below, p. 104), which is omitted from its proper place in 
Nachor’s speech, is embodied in an early part of the book (Bois. p. 49). We thus 
see that the writer had the Apology before him at the outset of his work, and 
designed his plot with the definite intention of introducing it. 

2 See, however, below, p. 90; where reasons are given which tend to shew 
that the Greek has preserved the original triple division, as against the Syriac and 
the Armenian. 
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The fact is that the Syriac has a large number of repetitions and 
not a few additional details which are absent from the Greek. 
Thus at the end of each description of the several gods and 
goddesses of the heathen, the Syriac Version points the moral 
and drives home the inevitable conclusion: and again such his- 
tories as those of Kronos and of Isis and Osiris are somewhat 
more elaborately told in this form of the Apology. 

Are we then to conclude that the Syriac translator has en- 
larged upon his original, and supplemented it here and there from 
his own resources? Or must we say that the author of ‘ Barlaam 
and Josaphat’ found the Apology too long for his purpose, and 
pruned away unnecessary details ? 

The second hypothesis has a prima facie probability, and the 
general reputation for faithfulness of Syriac translators might 
point us in the same direction. On the other side it is to be 
observed that, even when read in the light of the Syriac Version, 
the Greek form is still felt to be a harmonious and consistent 
whole: and it certainly does not convey the impression of serious 
mutilation. The genius of the author, in so framing his plot as 
perfectly to suit the Apology which he intended to introduce, 
needs no further praise than is involved in the fact that hitherto 
no one has had the remotest suspicion that he did not write the 
speech of Nachor himself. If anything could make his genius 
appear more extraordinary still, it would be the proof that he 
had consistently compressed the original document in almost 
every alternate sentence without leaving any traces of rough 
handling: but such proof is at present not forthcoming. In the 
absence of further documents, the question must be decided 
largely by internal evidence and the minute investigation of the 
points of difference. But there are two external sources from 
which light may be thrown upon the problem. 


(1) In 1855 Cureton published in his Sprcidlegium Syriacum 
a treatise bearing the title: ‘Hypomnemata, which Ambrose, a 
chief man of Greece, wrote ;’ and commencing with the words: 
‘Do not suppose, men and Greeks, that without fit and just 
cause 18 my separation from your customs. These words are 
the literal translation of the opening sentence of the Orato ad 
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Gentiles traditionally ascribed to Justin Martyr: M7 vzrevaRnre, 
o dvdpes “EXAnves, dNoyov  avemixpitov elval pou Tov éx Tav 
UpeTépwy COaY ywpta pon. 

When we compare the original Greek with the Syriac Version 
of this document, we find that in point of length they stand to one 
another exactly as do the Greek and Syriac forms of the Apology 
of Aristides: that is to say, in either case the Syriac is about half 
as long again as the Greek. Moreover, as in the case of our 
Apology, the variation begins to shew itself immediately after 
the first sentence, which I have quoted. For the Greek continues 
thus: ovdev yap év avtois edpov dcvov 7 Oeopidés. alta yap Ta TOV 
TOUNTOY vuwY cuvOéuaTa UGons Kal axpacias éoTl pynpeta. Te 
yap év raideia Trap’ vpiv mpovxovTs hoita@y Tis Tavtwv avOpatrav 
éotly apyadkedtatos. mpwticta pev yap pact tov "Ayapméepvova, 
x.t.%. But the Syriac replaces this by the following, as Cureton 
renders it: ‘For I have investigated the whole of your wisdom of 
poetry, and rhetoric, and philosophy; and when I found not 
anything right or worthy of the Deity, I was desirous of in- 
vestigating the wisdom of the Christians also, and of learning 
and seeing who they are, and when, and what is this its recent 
and strange production, or on what good things they rely who 
follow this wisdom, so as to speak the truth. Men and Greeks, 
when I had made the enquiry I found not any folly, as in the 
famous Homer, who says respecting the wars of the two rivals, 
“for the sake of Helen many of the Greeks perished at Troy, 
far from their beloved home.” For first they say respecting 
Agamemnon,’ &c. 

Here then we have a similar problem to that of the Apology of 
Aristides ; and in this case we are not hampered by the considera- 
tion that the Greek may possibly have been abbreviated to fit 
it for incorporation into a religious novel. Few will be disposed 
to challenge the verdict of Otto’, that the Syriac translator has so 
altered and amplified his original as almost to have produced a 
new work. 

We may give one more illustration of the manner in which the 
translator has proceeded. We have seen already that he has 
paraded at the outset his independent acquaintance with Homer. 


1 Justini Opera, tom. 2, p. xxix. 
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Where Ulysses is alluded to, later on, the Greek has a sentence 
full of satire and liable to be misunderstood. ‘O yap ’Ildaxnotos 
Aaeptiadns éx xaxias dpetnv évetropevcato’ ote Sé ayabis ppo- 
vnoEews apmorpos mv, 6 KaTA Tas Leuppvas Siatrovs edyrwcer, 
ore en novYvNnOn hpovncer éuppatar THY axonv. Corresponding to 
this we find in the Syriac Version: ‘But respecting the guile 
of Odysseus, son of Laertes, and bis murders, who shall tell ? 
For to a hundred and ten suitors in one day his house was a 
grave, and was filled with dead bodies and blood. And he it is 
that by his wickedness purchased praises, because by the ex- 
cellence of his wisdom he was concealed: and he it is that, as ye 
say, sailed over the sea, and heard the voice of the Sirens, because 
he stopped his ears with wax.’ 

The translator then has first supplemented his author by 
introducing fresh details about Ulysses: and then he has totally 
missed the meaning of the Greek. He has obviously read it as if 
it were 8c’ ayaOyjs ppovncews apaupos jv, ‘through the excellence 
of his wisdom he kept himself in the dark.’ Then not seeing the 
point of dpovyce éudpakéar, he simply tells us that ‘he stopped 
his ears with wax.’ This of course the hero did not do: and the 
translator has got the Homeric story wrong: nor shall we mend 
matters much by inserting with Cureton the word ‘not’ after ‘and 
heard.’ We see at any rate plainly enough what was this Syrian’s 
conception of a translator's function when his author seemed 
obscure. 

The parallel between the two Apologies is the more striking, 
because the line of argument in these Hypomnemata vividly recalls 
parts of Aristides, and the same illustrations of the misdemeanours 
of the gods frequently reappear in almost the same language. The 
satire of the so-called Ambrosius is a much keener weapon than the 
simple narrative of Aristides: but there is not the same intensity of 
moral earnestness, It is quite credible that the later Apologist 
had the work of Aristides before him when he wrote, and endea- 
voured to reproduce the same arguments in what he thought was 
a more telling manner. Thus he says: ’Avdyvwre t@ Ai, dvdpes 
"EXAnvEs, TOV KATA TATPOX@GY Vvomov Kal TO povyelas TpdoTLpoV 
Kat Thy wavepactias aioxpornta (cf. infra p. 109, 1. 7). And 
again: Ti ceuvov éridelevuras yuvn SirAoLs KEKoounmern, K.T.D. 
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(cf. p. 106, 1. 24). And once more: @étw Tov bijrkov “"Hdarotos, 
Kat un POoveita, et mpeaBurns wv nab cuAXrOS TOY Tdda pLEpionTo, 
"Apns Se rrepirnro véos wy xa wpaios (cf. p. 105, 1. 18). 

Enough then has been said to shew that a Syriac translator, ° 
finding an early Greek Apology and desiring to reproduce it in his 
own language, might have no scruple whatever in dealing very 
freely with his author, in expunging sentences which he was not 
able or did not care to translate, and in supplementing the original 
here and there out of his own resources. The Syriac translator of 
the Oratio ad Gentiles has clearly so treated his unknown author; 
and this fact removes any a priori objection to the supposition 
that the Syriac translator of Aristides has acted in a similar way. 


(2) We are fortunate in having an additional source of evi- 
dence in the Armenian fragment which contains the opening sen- 
tences of the Apology. The Armenian translator has clearly done 
what we have had some reason to suspect in the case of the Syriac 
translator. He has dealt freely with his original, adding words and 
even sentences, and introducing the stock phrases of a later theology. 
But this, while it diminishes very considerably the amount of the 
evidence which can be produced from his version, does not materially 
atfect its value as far as it goes. Phrases which are only found in 
the Armenian, or only found in the Syriac, may be dismissed as 
possibly the inventions of the respective translators: but there 
remains a considerable quantity of matter common to the two 
Versions, which therefore presupposes a Greek original. The 
question we have to ask is: What is the relation of this common 
matter to the Greek text now in our hands ? 


A preliminary point however demands attention: Is the 
Armenian translated from the Syriac, or is it an independent 
translation made directly or indirectly from the Greek itself? 

A. few instances in which the Armenian corresponds with the 
Greek against the Syriac will suffice to shew that it cannot come 
from the Syriac as we now have it. 

In the. opening sentence we have mpovoiga and ‘providentia’ 
(Arm.) against ‘goodness’ (Syr.). Immediately afterwards ceAnynpy 
and ‘luna’ (Arm.), which the Syriac omits. Lower down ‘ rectorem’ 
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three times corresponds to parts of dvaxpareiv, but there is nothing 
to answer to these in the Syriac. In the Christological passage 
near the end of the fragment, ‘una cum Spiritu Sancto’ (Arm.) 
answers to év mvevyate ayig: and here again the Syriac has no 
equivalent. 

Moreover in the description of the Divine nature the Armenian 
Version says: ‘Ei neque colores sunt neque forma,’ or as Mr 
Conybeare renders it ‘Colour and form of Him there is not,’ This 
corresponds to the Syriac phrase: ‘He has no likeness, nor 
composition of members.’ The Greek fails us here: but we may 
suppose that the Greek word which has been variously rendered 
‘colour’ and ‘likeness’ was yp@pa, as in the passage quoted by 
Mr Harris from Justin (supra p. 54): ov ypapua Exov, ov oyima. 

We may conclude then that the Armenian Version is not 
made from the Syriac Version in its present form’: and similar 
arguments could be adduced, if there were any necessity, to shew 
that the Syriac Version is independent of the Armenian. 


I have mentioned already almost all the cases in which the 
Syriac fails to reproduce in any form matter which is common to 
the Greek and the Armenian. They scarcely make up between 
them more than a dozen words. The additional matter found only 
in the Syriac Version is more considerable. 

First, there is the second title which introduces the name of 
Antoninus Pius, and so conflicts with the first which has the 
support of the Armenian’. 

Then we have the following phrases: 


(a) Who is hidden in them and concealed from them: and 
this is well known, that... 


1 See however p. 90, where the fourfold division of mankind, common to Syr. 
and Arm., is further criticised. 

2 Mr Harris inclines to accept this second title of the Syriac Version as the 
true one: see above, pp. 7 ff. But the course of the present argument tends to 
shew that the Syriac translator has introduced many arbitrary changes on his own 
account: and this makes me the more unwilling to accept his testimony against 
that of the Armenian Version, which has moreover the explicit statement of Eusebius 
to support it. The circumstances under which the Greek has been preserved to us 
necessitated the omission of the title altogether; so that no direct evidence on the 
point reaches us from that quarter. 
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(6) And in saying that He is complete, 1 mean that there 
is no deficiency in Him. 

(c) And that which has an end is dissoluble. 

(d) From man He asks nothing. 

(e) Who begat...from whom was born...who begat. 

(f) Of their religion (bis). 

(g) And it is said that (in the Christological statement)... 
and clad Himself with...and they say that...who are well known. 


I have taken no account of the many places in which the two 
Versions wander far from each other, and yet seem to have some 
common basis. Here the Armenian is obviously the worst offender, 
and its interpolations are far more numerous. 


We now turn to the Greek itself in the passage covered by the 
Armenian fragment, in order to see first of all to what extent what 
we actually have faithfully represents the Greek words which 
underlie the Syriac and Armenian Versions. 


(1) The first sentence which bears the appearance of con- 
pression is the following: avwrepov wavtwy tav wabdv kai 
éXNaTr@patwov, opyns Te Kal-ANOns Kal ayvolas Kal TOV RouTaY. 
This seems to bring together several more expanded phrases 
witnessed to by the two Versions, which however do not agree 
with one another sufficiently closely to allow us to make a 
certain reconstruction. 

(2) In the sentence, dmws idwpev tives avtTwy petéxoves 
Ts adnOeias Kat Tives THS mAaYys, a word, corresponding to 
‘praefatas’ (Arm.) and ‘which we have spoken concerning Him’ 
(Syr.), has dropped out before adAnOeias: and instead of ris 
awdavns there must have been a verb in the original; ‘ab eis 
erraverint’ (Arm.), ‘have erred therefrom’ (Syr.). The difference 
is of course exceedingly slight in itself: but it is important from a 
critical point of view, when we are testing the faithfulness with 
which the author of ‘Barlaam and Josaphat’ has preserved to us 
the original Apology. We may probably trace in this sentence 
the influence of an almost identical one, which comes later on, 
after the preliminary descriptions of the four races have been 
given. As the Greek combines these descriptions with the fuller 
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accounts afterwards given, it brings the parallel sentences close 
together. 


(3) The division of mankind into three races, and not four, 
has been already noticed’. 

(4) It is just at this point that the most serious divergence 
is found: viz., the omission of the preliminary descriptions of the 
races, as noted above. This was perhaps the result of the change 
in the method of their division, which rendered unsuitable the 
sentences which immediately followed. 


Once more, we have to ask how much is there which can be 
shewn, by the united testimony of the Versions, to have stood in 
the original Greek, and which yet finds no place in the Greek 
which has survived. 


(1) In the first line both Versions have ‘into this world,’ 
while the Greek has eis tov xoopov: but the demonstrative may 
perhaps only be an attempt to represent the Greek article. The 
first real gap is eight lines lower down, where the Versions 
are very divergent’, but yet point to some common original. It 
is probable that the Greek text at this point was difficult or 
corrupt, and so was omitted altogether by the author of ‘ Barlaam 
and Josaphat.’ The topic is the difficulty and uselessness of 
elaborate investigation concerning the Divine nature: and the 
conclusion is drawn ‘that one should fear God and not grieve 
man’ (Syr.), ‘utpote unum Deum nos adorare oportet: unum- 
quemque autem nostrum proximum suum sicut semetipsum 


diligere’ (Arm.). To this the Greek has nothing to correspond. 


(2) For the list of properties of the Divine nature we 
have in the Greek merely the compressed sentence, part of which 
was quoted above. The Versions agree in telling us more fully 
that ‘God is not begotten, not made’; ‘without beginning, because 
that which has a beginning has also an end’; ‘ without name, 
because that which has a name belongs to the created’; ‘ without 
likeness (Arm. ‘colores, implying ypwpa in the Greek) and com- 
position of members (Arm. ‘ forma’), for he who possesses this is 
associated with things created’ (Arm. ‘mensurabilis est, limiti- 


1 See above, p. 70; and further remarks on p. 90. 
? The Syriac is untranslateable as it stands, 
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busque cogitur’); ‘neither male nor female’ (Arm. adds ‘quia 
cupiditatibus agitatur qui huic est distinctioni obnoxius’); ‘the 
heavens do not contain Him: but the heavens and all things 
visible and invisible are contained in Him’; ‘He has no ad- 
versary ’ (in the reason for this there is fresh discrepancy); ‘He 
is altogether wisdom and understanding.’ After this the Greek, 
as we have it, is again, for the next seven lines, obviously the 
same as that which lay before the translators. 

(3) Now comes the new division of mankind, and _ the 
Greek has omitted the following: ‘Now the Barbarians reckon— 
and from Dionysus, about six lines, 


(4) The preliminary accounts of the Jews and_ the 
Christians are found in the Greek later on, where they are amal- 
gamated with the fuller descriptions. The account of the Jews 
agrees fairly well with that given in the Versions, especially in the 
Armenian. The additions in the Greek will be noticed presently. 
It adds at the close: naOamep els e& adtay (Tay arrocTéAwy) Tas 
Kal’ nas tepinrOe yopas, TO Soypa «enpittov ths adnOeias. 

(5) The Christological passage which follows is so impor- 
tant that it will be an advantage to have the three forms side by 
side. 


Ol 5¢ xptoriavol ye- 
vearoyouvrac ard rod 
kuplov "Incof Xpicrod. 
oSros dé dé ulds rod deod 
rod bWlaorou dporoyer- 
rat éy mwvetuare ayly 
dm’ ovpavot KaraBads dd 
Thy owrnplay rév avOpwmrwv* 
kal éx wapOévov dylas 
yevrv nels, aordpus Te Kal 
adpOdpws, cdpxa avédaBe, 
Kalaveddavy avOpwrors. 


The Christians then 
reckon the beginning of 
their religion from Jesus 
Christ, Who is named the 
Son of God most High; 
and it is said that God 
came down from heaven, 
and from a Hebrew virgin 
took and clad Himself 
with flesh; and there 
dwelt in a daughter of 
man the Son of God. 


Christianorum tandem 
genus a Domino Jesu 
Christo oritur. Ipse Dei 
altissimi est Filius, et una 
cum Spirite Sancto reue- 
latus est nobis: de coelis 
descendit, ex Hebraea uir- 
gine natus, ex uirgine ecar- 
nem assumpsit, assumpta- 
que humana natura semet.- 
ipsum Det Filium reuela- 
uit. 


Here I have distinguished by spaced type or by italics every 


word, which having a double testimony may be referred to the 
original Greek. As regards omissions, the Greek omits only the 
epithet ‘Hebrew’, which it replaces by the epithet ayla, and the 
second reference to ‘the Son of God, where however there is a 
discrepancy between the two Versions. The Syriac omits cup/ou, 


OF THE APOLOGY OF ARISTIDES. 79 


mvevpate aylw, yevvnbels, avebavn. The Armenian has no omission 
that can be certainly traced. The additions in each case may be 
seen at a glance. The Armenian has practically none; though a 
few lines further down the epithet corresponding to Qeordxos is 
applied to the Virgin. The most serious change is that in the 
Syriac, where the word ‘God’ is inserted as the subject of the 
verbs which follow. The passage is one which was more likely 
than any other in the whole piece to tempt later writers to make 
changes of their own. It is to be noted that here the Greek in 
spite of its additions represents the original Apology much more 
faithfully than the Syriac does. 


(6) In the words which follow next the Versions do not 
agree either with one another, or with the Greek, which has 
displaced the sentence and gives it a little lower down. But both 
the Greek and the Syriac appeal to a written Gospel, which the 
king might read if he chose. 

(7) The repetition of the fourfold division of mankind is of 
course not found in the Greek, and with it has disappeared the 
problematical sentence: ‘To God then ministers wind, and to 
angels fire; but to demons water, and to men earth.’ At this 
point the Armenian fragment ends. 


What then is the result of our investigation of this opening 
passage, in which alone we have a triple testimony to the contents 
of the original Apology ? 


(1) There is one serious modification (if, indeed, we have 
not here the original) in the Greek, as it is preserved to us; but 
it was necessitated by the conditions of its reproduction in its new 
surroundings. ' 

(2) There is one serious displacement in the Greek; but 
this was almost necessitated by the modification just mentioned. 

(3) The description of the Divine nature is very much 
abbreviated in the Greek; but no word occurs in it which has not 
the support of the Versions. 

(4) In the Christological passage which we examined in de- 
tail the Greek was seen to preserve the original statements, though 
with the addition of the later phrase domépws te xai adOopas. 
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(5) The Synac Version is often loose and inaccurate: | 
drops a phrase here and there; and it makes insertions by way « 
explanation or of supplement, and sometimes in such a way as t 
convey a wholly false conception of the original. 


We learn then to expect for the remainder of the Apology ths 
the Greek, as we have it, will as a rule give us the actual worc 
of Aristides, except in the very few places in which modificatio 
was obviously needed. Where the Syriac presents us with matte 
which has no counterpart whatever in the Greek, we shall hesitat 
to pronounce that the Greek is defective, unless we are able t 
suggest a good reason for the omission, or to authenticate th 
Syriac from some external source’. 


The Greek Teat of ‘Barlaam and Josaphat.’ 


It is remarkable that this work, which at one time enjoye 
such extraordinary popularity, should not have found its way int 
print in its original language before the present century. Thi 
Latin Version wrongly attributed to Georgius Trapezuntius, bu 
really, as the MSS. of it prove, of a much earlier date, was printed 
together with various works of S. John of Damascus, at Basel ir 
1539: but it was reserved to Boissonade to publish the Greel 
Text for the first time in the fourth volume of his Anecdota, whict 
appeared at Paris in 1832. 

Boissonade apologises for the meagreness of his apparatu 
criticus on the ground that an edition was expected almost im 
mediately from Schmidt and Kopitar the librarian of the Imperia 
Library at Vienna. This edition, however, never appeared. Ou! 
of seventeen MSS. preserved in the Library at Paris, Boissonad&k 
used throughout but two, 903 and 1128, which he refers to ag A 
and C. He gives occasional readings from two others, 904 and 907 
which he names B and D. In the portion of the book whict 
specially concerns us, viz. the speech of Nachor, C is defective foi 
about 10 of Boissonade’s pages, and the testimony of D is frequentl} 


1 Cf, infra, p. 90. 
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recorded. From time to time readings are also quoted from the 
Latin Version. 

This very inadequate text has been reprinted in Migne’s 
Patrologia Graeca, tom. 96, in the third volume of the works of 8. 
John of Damascus: but we have gained nothing by the reproduc- 
tion except new blunders. 

In the Wiener Jahrbiicher fiir Deutsche. Literatur (1xxii. 274, 
Ixxil. 176) Schubart has given some description of the Vienna 
MSS., and a list of the principal variants contained in them. 

Lastly, Zotenberg* has made a useful list of about 60 MSS., and 
has constructed a critical text of certain passages of special interest. 
Nothing however has been attempted as yet in the way of a 
genealogical classification of the MSS.; a work which will involve 
great labour, but which is essential to the production of a satis- 
factory edition. 


In editing the Remains of the Apology of Aristides I have 
used three MSS., which were kindly placed at my disposal in 
Cambridge. I have recorded their variants with a greater 
completeness than is necessary for my present purpose, in order 
to aid a future editor of the whole treatise in assigning them 
without further trouble to their proper families. 


(1) I have to thank Miss Algerina Peckover of Wisbech for 
kindly sending to the University Library a MS. in her possession, 
which apparently belongs to the beginning of the eleventh century. 
This Codex is specially interesting for the pictures which a later 
hand has drawn in the margin, sometimes in ink and sometimes in 
colours. It is unfortunately defective at the beginning and at the 
end. It commences with the words T7 mpovoia tod Snptoupyod 
dotilopeva (Bois. p. 48), and ends with cai év o6@ Tay évrod@y 
cov n&iwoas Tov Spopov téde (Bois. p. 357). Unhappily it has 
been corrected very largely throughout, and it is frequently 
impossible to discover the original readings: those which are 
obviously by a later hand I have marked as W*. 


(2) The authorities of Magdalen College, Oxford, with a like 
generosity allowed me to use their codex, Gr. 4, side by side with 


1 Notice sur le livre de B. et J., pp. 3—5. 
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the Wisbech MS. in our Library. This bears the date 1064. 
contains besides: a Life of S. Basil, a tract on Images, tl 
Martyrdom of SS. Galaction and Episteme, a tract on Penaltic 
and a work of Anastasius Sinaiticus. It has remained for tl 
most part uncorrected. 


(3) In the Library of Pembroke College, Cambridge, there 
a MS. of the 17th century, the readings of which are of sufficie 
interest to be recorded for the present in spite of its late date. 

In my apparatus criticus these MSS. are referred to by tl 
letters W, M and P respectively. I have now and then record 
readings from the Vienna MSS. collated by Schubart, using tl 
signs V,,, V,,,. &c., where the figures correspond with Schubart 
numbers. Wherever I have differed from the text of Boissonad 
I have recorded his readings, and sometimes I have express 
mentioned his MSS., A, C and D. I have given in the margin | 
the Greek text the reference to Boissonade’s pages. Where 
seemed desirable I have recorded readings of the Latin Versio 
taking them from the Basel edition of 1539 mentioned above. 


The Bearing of the Apology on the Canon. 


There are but few references to the Books of Scripture in th 
Apology of Aristides, which thus stands in striking contrast wit 
the works of Justin. On two occasions the Emperor is referred { 
Christian writings. In the first case a written Gospel is distinct 
implied, as the matter in hand is the outline of our Lord’s Life 
the words in the Greek are’: od 76 KN€os THS Tapovalas ex Tis Ta, 
avrois Kadoupevns evaryyertKhs aylas ypagdns éeori aoe yvova 
Bactred, dav évtvyns (p. 110, 1. 21). The second reference is mor 
general, and possibly includes Books outside the Canon : rats ype 
dais éyxiipas tev ypiotiavav evpyoets, K.T.r. (p. 111, 1. 24; ¢ 
Syr. supra p. 50 fin.). There are no direct quotations from th 
New Testament, although the Apologist’s diction is undoubted 
coloured at times by the language of the Apostolic writers. 


(1) The opening sentence recalls the words of 2 Macc. vii. 2§ 
aio oe, Téxvov, avaBdéyvavta eis TOV ovpavov Kal THY yHY, walt 


1 For the Syriac see above, p. 36 fin. ‘ This is taught from that Gospel,’ &c. 
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9 9 “A U 207 a) 4, 9 ? v b] ? \ ¢ 
év avtois wavtTa (dovTa, yvovat te é& oun dvtTwy étroingeyv avTa oO 


Geos. 

(2) p. 100, 1 11. & avrod 8 ta madvra cuvéotnnev. Cf. 
Col. 1. 17, cat ta rravra év av’t@ cuvéotnxer (cf. 50 avrod in i. 16). 

(8) p. 101,16. «al Ap—avro céBeoOat thy KTicow Tapa Tov 
KTicavta avtovs. This is clearly based on Rom. i. 25: xal 
éoeBacOnoav Kai éXaTpevoay TH KTioes Tapa TOV KTicavtTa. The 
addition of avrovs is interesting. The Syriac translator renders: 
‘and they began to serve created things instead of the Creator of 
them’; he is probably led to make the change by the recollection 
of.the Syriac Version (Pesh.) in this passage, where the word 
‘Creator’ has the suffix of the fem. plural. 

(4) p. 104, 1.2. codol AéyovrTes elvar EuwpavOncav. Cf. Rom. 
1. 22: hackovtes eivas codpoi éuwpavOncay. 

(5) p. 107, 1. 12. oOev AapBavovtes of avOpwrros adopyny 
ato Tav Oeay avtav, Erpattov Tadcay avomiay Kal acéAyelay Kal 
aaéBerav. These words are a kind of echo, although in a different 
sense, of Rom. vii. 8: agopunv S€ NaBodca 7 auaptia Sia THs 
EvTOANS KaTELpyaoato év éwol macav ériOuutay. 

(6) p.109,1.12. vuvt 5€é of voor carol eior wal Sixavor. Here 
again we seem to feel the influence of the same chapter; Rom. 
vii. 12, 16, date 6 pev vouos aytos, Kal 4 évToOAr ayia Kai dixala 
Kat ayadn...cvvpnpt T@ voum Ore xados (cf. 1 Tim. i. 8). 

(7) p. 109, 1. 26. odor yap, rod ‘ABpaap ovres amroyovor Kai 
‘load xai laxwB, trap@xnoav eis Alyutrrov' éxeiBev 5é eEnyaryev 
avtous 6 Beds ev yetpi Kpataia Kal ev Bpaxyiovu vynro. The first 
part of this sentence has affinities with Heb. xi. 8, 9, miores 
"ABpaap...tap@xnoev eis ynv ths émaryyeAtas...peta ‘load Kal 
"laxwf8. And the whole may be compared with Acts xiu. 17, év 
TH TapoiKia év yn Aiyvirou, cal peta Bpaxiovos ipnrod eEnyayev 
autovs €€ avrns. The second part of the phrase however is not 
attested by the Syr. and Arm. Versions, and may possibly have 
been introduced by the author of ‘Barlaam and Josaphat’ from Ps. 
exxxvi. 11, 12. 

(8) p.110,1 2. rods arecradpévous pds avtovs mpogdntas 
xai Sixaious drréxrevay. This is a combination of words found in 
S. Matt. xiii. 17, oAXo!l wpodjrae xai Sixacor, and S. Matt. xxiii. 

§—2 
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37 (cf. S. Luke xiii. 34) 4 admoxteivovea rovs mpopyras, Ka. 
NLGoBorodca Tos Grrectradpévous pos avTnv. But here again we 
cannot be sure that we have the words of Aristides himself. Thi 
last remark applies also to the phrase, GX’ ov Kat’ émriyvacs 
(p. 110, 1. 9), which comes from Rom. x. 2. 


(9) p. 110,119. @avatouv éyevoaro clearly comes from Heb 
ii. 9; but the Syr. simply has ‘He died,’ and the Arm. has nothin; 
at all to correspond. Hence we cannot be certain that these are th: 
words of Aristides. They probably have replaced the statemen 
preserved in the Syr. ‘He was pierced by the Jews. Throughou 
this great Christological passage it is worth noting how the actua 
phrases of the N. T. are not introduced. 


(10) p.111,1.30. ov yap avOperwy pnypata Nadodawy, arr 
ta tov Beod. With this we may perhaps compare 1 Thess. ii. 1 
é5éEacbe ov Aoyov avOpwrwy adda, xaOds adnOas éoriv, Royo 
Ge0d". 


The Apology and the Didaché. 


A source from which our author has drawn part of hi 
description of the life and conduct of the Christians is the Tw 
Ways, though it may well be doubted whether he knew it in th 
form preserved to us in the Didaché. 

The passage in question runs as follows in the Apology (ce. xv.) 

Ov poryevovorv, ov tropvevovow, ov ~evdopaptrupodacy, ov: 
emtOupovor Ta adXOTpLa* Ti@ot Tratépa Kal pnTépa’ Kai Tov 


1 The following parallels may also be noted: p. 111, 1. 17, 1 Thess, ii, 10 
p. 111, 1. 29, Apoc. xv. 8; p. 108, 1. 2 (dcuvérwv), and p, 110, 1. 1 (4xdpeoroe), Ron 
i, 21; p. 109, 1. 30, Rom. ix. 22; p. 111, 1. 26 (ov« dw’ éuavrod Aéyw), Joh. vii. 14 
xii. 49. Moreover there seems to be some relation between our Apology and sever: 
chapters of the Book of Wisdom, beginning with the personal statement of o. vij. ] 
elul pev kayo Ovyrds dvOpwwros x.7.X. Comp. esp. vii. 15 éuol 5¢ dyn 6 Beds ebwei 
kara yvopunv...atros ydp po &dwxe Trav Byrwy ywwow dyevdh, elddvac cboracw nde pc 
kal évépyeav oroxelwy x.7.d....(1x. 1) 6 woujoas ra wdvra év A6yp cou K.T.r....(xii, 24 
Tay whdyns ddav paxpbrepov érrav}Oncay, Oeods brodauBdvovres Td Kal év tots K.7.X.. 
(xiii. 2) GAN’ 4 wip 4 wveiua 4 raxwdv aépa A KiKrov dorpwy 4 Blaoy Biwp F Pwortin 
ovpavod mpuravers Kébopou Beods évéucay...d6 xaracKevdcas a’ra Swvarwrepds éorw.. 
radalrwpo dé kal dv vexpois al édwldes adriv x.7.d....€v rolxyy EOnxev abrd dopariod pen 
adhpy...6rc adware? daur@ BonOjoa x.7.r. 
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mAnoiov dirovar' Sixaca Kpivovoww’ boa ov Oédrovow avrois 
yiveoOat éTépw ov Trotovat’ Tovs adiKovYTas avTOVS TapaKanovot 
Kat Wpoodirets avtovs éauTois qotovat Tovs éyOpovs evepyeretv 
omovoalovot* mpacis etal xal érrvevKets’ amo maons ovvovaas 
dvopov Kal aro Taons axabapoias éyxpaTevovTat’ ynpay ovy virep- 
opactv, oppavoy ov AuTrOvaLW’ 6 éxwv TE pH ExovTL aveTipOovas 
ériyopnye’ Eévov édv iSwow, irre oTeynv eloayovot, Kal yaipovowy 
er avT@, ws él dderdd@ adrnOive’ ov yap, K.7.d. 
The following parallels may be adduced from the Didaché: 


C. ll, ov pouyevoets...ov Topvevoes... ovx émOupnoes TA TOD 
TAHT oV...0v YrevdouapTupyacts. 

Ci. dyamrnoes...TOV TWANTIOV Gov. 

C.iv. xptvets dixaiws. 

C1. mavta $é boa éav Oernons pn yiverOai oot, Kal od dd\rAM 
py) TWoiet. 

C. lv. elpnvevoers 5€ wayopévous. 

c. li toe 8é arpais. 


To these we may perhaps add, as parallel to the last of the 
sentences cited above: 


og b] ] 
C.lv, oux amootpadnaon Tov évdeduevov, cuyxowwvnces Se 
/ a 9 a 
WAavTAa TO ASEAPO ov. 


It may also be noted that the whole passage is prefaced by 
the words: éyovor tas évToAds avtod Tod Kupiov ‘Inco Xpicrod... 
Kal tavtas dudAatTrovor. Compare Did. c. iv.: ov uy éyeatanimys 
évtonas Kupiov, durakers Sé «.7.r. 

When we turn to the Epistle of Barnabas we find there the 
same parallels which have been quoted from the Didaché, with two 
exceptions; viz., ov yevdoyaptupyoes, and the negative form of 
the Golden Rule. 

On the other hand, we find in Barn. c. xix.: 7 ody 6605 Tod 
gdwtos dot aitn’ av tis Oérwv oddv odevery eri TOV wWpLopmEevor 
ToTov, K.T.A.: With which we may compare Apol. c. xvi: évTws obv 
avtn éotiv » 0d05 THS adXNOetas, HTS TOUS OdevovTas aUTHV Els THY 
aiwviov yetpaywyet Bacidecavy. And the two phrases about the 
widow and the orphan, which found no parallel in the Didaché, may 
be compared with Barn. c. xx.: ynpa xat oppav@ ov mpoaexortes. 
Compare also Barn. c. xix.: 80a Noyou KoTri@y Kal TropevomeEvos Ets 
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TO Tapaxanresar with Apol. c. xv. (quoted above) rods adccodvras 
avToUS Trapakadovar. 

It 1s possible then that here we have a witness to the earlier 
Two Ways, which has been variously embodied in the Didaché and 
the Epistle of Barnabas. 

Some support may be yiven to this view when we observe that 
the wording of the negative form of the Golden Rule in our 
Apology has a greater affinity to the famous interpolations in 
Codex Bezae than to the clause in the Didaché. This appears 
partly from the position of the first negative, and partly from the 
use of érepos rather than adXos. 


Let us bring the various texts together : 
Acts xv. 20. 60a 7) OéXovow éavtois yelverOat, érépots pe7) TroLetre. 
Acts xv. 29. dca pn Oérovow éauTois yeiverOat, ETépm j4n Troceiv. 
Apol.c. xv. 60a ov Oérovew avrois yiverOat, érépw ov Trocoda yp. 
Did. ci. wavta 8€ 60a édy Gednons wy yiverOai cot, Kal od adr 
Mn Tole. 
It is hardly possible therefore to believe that Aristides can 


have drawn this precept directly from the Didaché in the form 
in which we know it. 


The Apology and the Preaching of Peter. 


At the close of the Apulogy Aristides challenges the Emperor 
to examine the writings of the Christians, from which he declares 
that the materials for his defence are drawn: p. 111, 1. 23: «aj 
iva yv@s, Bactded, Ott ove at euavtov tab’ta Néyw, Tats ypadais 
éyxuwas Tov xptoTiavay evpnoes ovdév EEw THS aArANOelas 
we Aeyeev: or, as it is more fully said in the Syriac Version: 
‘Take now their writings and read in them, and lo! ye will find 
that not of myself have I brought these things forward nor as their 
advocate have I said them, but as I have read in their writings, 
these things I firmly believe,’ &c. 

We have seen already that he refers to a written Gospel for 
his statements as to the life and work of our Lord. We have algo 
seen that he has drawn part of his description of the conduct of 
the Christians from the ‘Two Ways.’ Moreover the Book of 
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Wisdom seems to have influenced his method and his language in ~ 
several parts of his work. 

The following investigation will tend to shew that he owes a 
still greater debt to a work now lost, which exercised a considerable 
influence upon the writings of the second century. 

The Preaching of Peter («npuvypa LIlérpov) is classed by 
Eusebius (H, £. 11. 3) together with his Acts, his Gospel and his— 
Apocalypse as outside the Canon of writings accepted by the 
universal Church (ovd' oAws év xaborrKots iopev trapadedopéva). 
He goes on to say of these four books that none of the early writers 
or of his contemporaries used quotations from them. This state- 
ment is however incorrect: for Clement of Alexandria again and 
again quotes from both the Preaching and the Apocalypse, as 
authoritative works. The Preaching of Peter then was one of 
those books which, like the Didaché, the Epistle of Barnabas and 
the Shepherd of Hermas, at one time claimed a place in the 
Canon; though its claim was disallowed, even more emphatically 
perhaps than the claims of these other competitors. 

We must in the first instance gather together all the fragments 
which can be assigned with certainty to this work’. For the sake 
of clearness I have arranged them in the order in which it will be 
most easy to compare them with our Apology. 


, A 

Clem. Al. Strom. vi. 39 ff. [woaxerte ody ore els Geos eoriv, Os 
dpynyv Tavrwy éroinoey Kal TéXous é€ouciay Eywy, Kal 0 adpaTos Os 
Ta TAVTA Opa, iYWpPNTOS Os TA TravTAa ywpeEl, dveTTLOENnS OV TA TaVTA 
b 5 , \ ae ” 2.2 U 34 W J é 
émdéeTat cal 8u’ ov ctiv™ axatarnnrtos, aévaos, aPO0aprtos, atroinros 
oS Ta TavTa éerroingeyv Noy Suvapéews avTod’, 

Todrov tov Oedv oéBecOe un Kata Tos” EdAnvas** ott ayvoia 


1 Hilgenfeld (N. T. extra Can. pp. 56 ff.), to whose work I need scarcely 
acknowledge my indebtedness, has brought together under the head of Ilérpov (kal 
IlavAov) khpuypna, various fragments of the Didascalia Petri, &c. The fact that 
these find no parallels in Aristides will give a new reason for keeping them separate. 

2 dpol. c.i. avrov ody Aéyw elvar Oedy Tov cvoTnodpevov Ta wdyTa Kal Siaxparodyra 
...ampooden...wdyres 5 avrod xpyfovew. 

3¢.1. ‘NowI say that God is not begotten, not made: a constant nature,... 
immortal, complete, and incomprehensible...the heavens do not contain Him; but 
the heavens and all things visible and invisible are contained in Him’ (Syr.). 

c. iv. dp@apros...xal dédparos, abrds dé wdyra dpa. 

G. xiv. rdv adparoy kal wdyra dpwvra cal rdvra Snmoupyhoavra Set Gedy céBerOat. 

4 ce. viii. ff. 
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depopevor Kal pn émiotapevot Tov Gedy’ (ws nueis Kata THY yYaaLY 
\ 4 @ £0 9 a > if > A 4 , 3 
TH TErElav), OV EdwKEY avTols eLovalas Els YpHOLW® “woppwoarTeEs 
, \ / \ / A X W A 
Evra kal AiWous, yadrxKov Kal cidnpov, ypuvcdv Kal apyupov, THs 
UAns avTav Kal ypnoews Ta SovrAa THS Virap—ews avacTnoavTes 
céBovrar’ Kat a dSédmxev avtois eis Bpadow o Oeos, Twerewa Tod 
aépos Kal THS Oaracons Ta vnKTa Kal THS ys Ta EpTEeTa Kal TA 
Onpia ovv KrTnvert TeTpaTrodois Tod aypov, yadas Te Kal pds, 
~ ' \ t \ @ / 4. ) \ 5 t 
ainouvpous te kal Kvvas Kal miOnKxous* Kal ta ida Bpwpatra 
Bpwrois’ Ovpara Ovoveww, Kal vexpa vexpois® mpoadéportes ws 
Jeois ayapiotobor Ta Oe@ Sia ToUTwY apvovpevot avTov eivat’. 
M76éeé cata ‘loudSaiouvs céBeabe, Kat yap éxeivor povor olopevot 
Tov Oeov ywooKew ovK ériotavtat, NaTpevovTes ayyédos Kal 
’ , \ ee Y 9A \ D a D 
apyayyénous, envi Kal ceAnvy’ Kal éav pn cednvn pavn, ca8BaTov 
OUK dyovct TO NEyouevoy mpwTov, ovdé aluwa ovTE éopTHY ovTE 
peyadny npepar’®. 
c Vc a € / ‘ / , ra! 4 
Qote Kal vpets ooiws Kat Sixaiws pavOavovres & Tapadidopev 
Coa ! Q 9 a \ f) \ 5 \ a A n 
vpiv purdocecbe®, xawvas tov Oeov Sia Tod ypiotod ceRopevor. 
ef ‘ 9 A a \ e , / .? \ / 
eVpopev yap év Tais ypadais, cabws 6 Kvptos Néyeu’ “Idov diatibewas 
vpiv Kawny Siabneny, ovy ws Sveéuny tots watpacw var év dpet 
Xwpnh. véav viv SéGero’ ta yap “EdXAnvov kai ‘lovdaiwv 
A e a“ \ e A 9 A / / / 
TaXraia, vueis 5é of Kawas avTov Tpite yéver weBopevor Xpro- 
Ttavol’’. 


1g, ili. ph elddres Oedv erdaviOncar. 


2¢.Vv. Kalatro yap els xpjow Trav dvOpwruwv yéyove, kal karaxupeverar Um’ abrap 
(et saepius). 

3 ¢. iii. oy cal uoppdpara Twa roufoavres Webpacay éexrumrwpua Tod obpavod, K.T.r.... 
kal cvyk\eloavres vaots mporKkuvotct. 


4 ¢. xil. ries yap abrwy éceBdoOnoav rpbBarov...rivés 5¢ Tdv aldoupov cal Tdv Kiva 
kal Tov NUKov Kal rov wlOnKov, K.T.X. 

5 ¢, xil, ddoya {Ga mapeicipyayov Geos elvar, xepoaid re xai tvvdpa...dpavres yap 
Tous Oeods atlrav BiBpwoKopévovs bro érépwy dvOpdrwy...(this confirms Potter’s 
emendation Bpwrots for Bporois.) 6 oc. ili. ceBbuevos dydAuara vexpa. 

7 @. Xiv. dyvipoves kal atrol pavévres xal dxdptoror...dpvodvras rdv uldv Tod Oeod. 

8c. xiv. ‘The Jews...suppose in their minds that they are serving God, but... 
their service is to angels and not to God, in that they observe sabbaths and 
new moons and the passover and the great fast and the fast, and circumcision, 
and cleanness of meats.’ (Syr.) 

9G XV. Td yap mpoordypara avrod dopadas purdrrovew, dalws kal dinalws fwrres. 

10 ¢, xvi. ‘And this people is truly a new people,’ &c. (Syr.) 

C. 11. pavepdv...dre tpla yévn eloly dvOpdrwy ev rHde TY Kbouy’ wy eloiv ol TUY wap 
bpav Neyouévww Oewv mpocxuvyral, kal "Iovdatn, xal xpiorcavol. ‘There are four races 
of men in this world: Barbarians and Greeks, Jews and Christians.’ (Syr.) 
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Ibid. 48. (0 «cupios pnoe mpos Tovs pabnrds peta THY avacta- 
a A “ 
ow) KEexeEauny vas Sddexa padntas, xpivas ak&tous éuod (ois 6 
Kuptos nOéANo EV Kal ATroaTOAOUS TLE TOUS NHrYNTaLEVOS Elvat), TEéEWTraV 
émi Tov Koopov evayyeXicacOat Tovs KaTa THY oiKoUpérny avOpw- 
A A / 

mous’, ywwwoxew Ste els Beds cote, dia THS TOV YptoTOU TiaTEwS 
éuns Snrovvtas Ta péeAAOVTA, OTTWS Of AKoVEAaVTES Kal TLOTEVTAVTES 

na. , 
cwhdoww, of S& pn MioTevoavTES aKOovoaVTES PapTUPNTwWCLY, OUK 
4 9 U b A > ] 9 , 4 3 9 A \ 3 
EyovTes atroNorylav eimrety OvK nKovoapev. (Ti ovv; ovyi Kal év 
Aidou 7 avrn yéyovev olxovopia;)* 

Ibid. 43. éav pév ovv tis OerXnon Tod “Iaopanr peravonaas did 
TOU GvopaTdés pou Tuctevey emi Tov Deov, apeOnoovTar avT@ ai 
e / \ , ” 9g 7 > A / / ¥ 
dpaptia, pera dwdexa ern e&éAOeTeE eis TOV KOcpOV, py TIS el—ry 
Ovk nKovoapev. 


: / 9 / e a a 
Ibid. 48. dca év ayvoia tis Var érroincey pn eldas cadas Tov 
\ 2\ b] \ Ul U a , 
Geov, édy ervyvous peTavonoyn, TavTa avT@ adeOncerar TA duaptn- 
para’, 


Ibid. 128. pets 88 avarrvtavres tas BiBXous as elyouev TAY 
mpopnrav, a pev Sia trapaBorav, & dé 8 aiveypatwv, a Se 
avlevtixds Kat avtonretel Tov ypictov ‘Incody cvopatovTwy, evpopev 
Kal THY Tapovalay avTod Kai Tov Oavarov Kal Tov aTavpOY Kal Tas 
Novas KoAdTELS Tracas boas éTroincay avT@ ot ‘lovdaior*, Kal THv 
éyepow Kal THY Eis ovpavods avadnYriv mpd tod ‘lepoadAupa 
xtiaOnvat, Kabads éyéyparrro. tabra TavtTa a ede. avrov Tradeiv, Kal 
eT avtTov & éctat. tavdta ovy émuyvovtes eriotevoapev TO Oe@ 
dud TaV yeypappévwn eis avTov’. 

éyvwpev yap bre 0 Oeds avta mpocérakey GvTas’, kal ovdev aTEp 
ypadns Néyouev’. 


le. xv. otros dddexa Eoxe wabyras, of wera Thy ev otpavots dvodov avrod é&FOov 
ets Tas é€wapxlas Tis oixoupévyns Kal édldatay x.7.Xr. 

2 ¢. ili. ‘He had twelve disciples, in order that a certain dispensation of His 
might be fulfilled’ (Syr.); c. xv. xar’ olkovoulay peyddAnv. 

3c. xvi. ‘And when it chances that one of them turns...he confesses to God, 
saying, In ignorance I did these things: and he cleanses his heart, and his sins are 
forgiven him, because he did them in ignorance in former time’ (Syr.). 

+c. ii, ‘He was pierced by the Jews’ (Syr.). 

5 ¢. xvi. ‘As I have read in their writings, these things I firmly believe, and 
those things also that are to come’ (Syr.). 

8c. xv. Kadws xpos 6 Oeds avrots rpocératev...dvrws ovv airy x.7.A. (C. xvi). 

7 ¢,. xvi. xal tva yvys, Baochev, Sri ovK aw’ euavrov TravTa Aéyw, Tals ypadals 
eyxdpas ruv xporiavuw, evproers obder Liw Tis dAnOelas we Né-yew. 


90 THE ORIGINAL GREEK 


I have given above in full (with one exception; Clem. Strom. 
i. 182, vopos Kal Aoryos o KUptos) all the indisputable fragments of 
the Preaching of Peter’: and the parallels adduced from the 
Apology of Aristides shew that there is an intimate connexion 
between the two documents. 

Before going further into the interesting problem of the 
reconstruction of the Preaching, let us inquire what light these 
parallels throw upon the relation of the Syriac Version to the 
Greek text of the Apology. 


(1) Several passages of the Syriac Version, quoted above in 
the notes, which are wanting in the Greek as we now have it, are 
authenticated by their similarity to portions of the Preaching. 


Of these the most important are: (a) the worship of angels 
attributed to the Jews; (b) the description of the Christians as a 
‘new people’; (c) the confession of the converted heathen; (d) 
the attribution of our Lord’s sufferings to the Jews. Especially 
valuable are (a) and (c), as giving us ground for believing that the 
great closing section of the Syriac Version, which is so curtailed 
in the Greek, is substantially the writing of Aristides himself. 


(2) On the other hand, the division into three races, which 
we find in the Greek, has the support of the famous rpit@ yévee of 
the Preaching. The fourfold division of the Syriac and Armenian 
Versions (Barbarians and Greeks, Jews and Christians) comes 
therefore under grave suspicion: and the more we examine it, the 
less primitive it appears. For to the Greek mind the Jews were 
themselves Barbarians: see, for example, Clem. Strom. vi 44, 
yowos pev Kal mpopnrat BapBapots, dirocodia $é“EdXAnot: and 
Orig. c. Cels. 1. 2, é&js BapBapoy dnow dvwOev elvar 7d dSoypa, 
dnrovere Tov Iovdaicpov. Moreover there seems to be no parallel 
to this fourfold classification of races in early Christian literature. 


The Preaching of Peter is quoted by Heracleon (Orig. Comm. 
in Joan. xiii. 17), and we shall see that possibly it was used by 


1 The context of the quotations in Clement may sometimes give us, in the light 
thrown by the Apology, further materials for the reconstruction of the Preaching. 
Thus Strom. vi. 127, érav rs rdv vlov rod Oeot rod Ta xdvra werownxéros odpxa 
dveiAngdéra kal dv phrpg mapbdvov xvopopnbévra, xabd yeyévynra 7d alc@nrdv adrod 
gapklov, dxodovOws dé xabo yéyovey rovTo wemovOdra Kal dnorduevov dO pev héyet, of Se 
dxovovow, k.7T.A., has several points of resemblance with Apol. c. xv., oiros dé 6 ulds 
Toi Geou Tod Vioruu Opodroyeirat...€x mapévou ayias yervntels...cdpxa dvéNaBe, K.T.A, 
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Celsus. It seems also to have been in the hands of the unknown 
writer of the Epistle to Diognetus. Moreover in the Sibylline 
Oracles we have several passages which seem to be based on it. 
Some of these are especially interesting, as shewing coincidences 
with our Apology, though not with the existing fragments of the 
Preaching’. 

Now if three or four extant works can be shewn to have drawn 
materials from a document, which is known to us now only by a 
few fragments, there is obviously a possibility that the lost 
document may be to some extent critically reconstructed by a 
consideration of common matter found in any two of the works, 
which may accordingly have been taken from the document in 
question. To attempt to do this fully for the Preaching of Peter 
would be beyond our present scope: but we may fairly consider 
here what contributions to such a reconstruction are afforded by our 
Apology, which has apparently made so free a use of it. 


Let us begin with those passages which either the Preaching 
or the Apology have in common with the Stbylline Oracles. I 
shall not attempt a discrimination between the various writings 
which are gathered under the name of the Sibyl, but shall simply 
give references to Alexandre’s edition of 1869. 
Prooem. 7 ff. 

Kis eds, Os povos apxes, vreppeyeOns, ayévyntos, 

TAVTOKPATWP, GOPATOS, OpOav povos autos atayta, 

autos 8 ov Bréretat Ovntis vd capKos atracns. 

* * i 
QUTOV TOV pdvov ovTa 7éBeo nYnTOpa Koo poU, 
Os movos Els ata@va Kal & aL@vos eT xOn, 


aUTOYEV)S, GYéEVNTOS, ATaVTa KpaTovV Svarravtés. 
% * %* 


1 The Gnostic Acts of Thomas are frequently indebted to the Preaching of 
Peter, as may be seen by the following passages: c. 1, dielAauev Ta KAlpara Tijs 
olxoumévys x.T.r.: C. 15, kal elreiy pev ws Sef od Sivapa, a 5¢ xwpd Aéyecy wepl 
avrov, K.T.A.: C. 28, ovK Exe Tis Adyor amodoylas wéAXwy wap’ avrol KplvecOa, ws MH 
axovcas: 6. 36, oS Ouotav déerat va aitp Ovoys: 6. 38, GAAd wapaBréwe: dui rd 
wapanxrwpara a Kara dyvotav Fre wemanxéres: Cc. 55, trav mpdiew wv dcverpatacde 
xwpls yvdoews...micgrevoate,..cal adlynoiy Uuivy TA po TOU Tov wempaypueva 
duaprhuara: 6. 56, wy Aoyloy judy Ta wapawrdpara Kal Ta Tpwra opdduara, & 
dterpatdueda dv ayvola ovres (see too the argument from prophecy in the same 
chapter). 
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by \ \ , ? , A / 
adXa Geds provos els travutTréptaros, Os TeTotinKev 
3 \ Lan / \ 9 / 3 U 
oUpavov, nédXLov TE Kal aoTépas, HOe TENNYHD, 
Kaptropopov yatav te Kal vdatos olduata movTou. 
* * * 
ec a / e / , ” 
nei Te KTNVN UITéTakev TravTa BpoTotowy, 
mwavrav 8 nyntnpa Kxatéotnoev OecrevKror, 
avopt & varérakev, x.7.d. 
* * # 
aiaxuvOnre yards Kal xvadara OeroTrotodytes. 
9 4 \ , Cad v7 9 Cal 
ov pavin Kal Avoca hpevay [alcOnow adatpert], 
el NoTradas KAETrTOVaL Deol, cvAovaL 5é yUTpas ; 
# # 
/ v , ’ , > 
wpoacKkuvéovres Sets, KUVAS, AiNOUPOUS, avonTot, 
\ A / Ne / / 
Kai werenva céBeabe, cat éEpweta Onpia yains, 
\ 4 4 A > , 4 
kai rNiOwa Ecava, nal ayadpata yetpotrointa, 
Kav Trapodoot AiGwy svyydpara: tadta céBecbe, 
A 9 , 
GANA TE TOAAA paTaa, & bn K aloypoY ayopeveEry. 


Bk. ii. 9 ff. 


, / U \ b % a td \ 
Timte patny mralEaOe, Kai ov evOciay araptroy 
Baivete, aBavdatov Kxtiotouv peuvnevos aici ; 

/ bd , > / 2—/ / 
els Beds ote povapyos, adéodhartos, aidéps vaiwr, 

? a 
avTopuns, aopatos, Opav pmovos autres &travTa. 
a 4 3 ? 3 / 4 > 9 A A 
ov yelp ¥Y ovK etroinae ALOo~oos, ovd amo ypvaov 

4 bd 4 , , 7Q9 4 
rexyns avOpwrov daiver timos, ovd édéhavTos. 

# * * 

/ \ ‘\ 2N\ a U \ Ww 

tis yap Ovnros éwv Kxatideiv Suvatar Beov dacors ; 

N Tis XPHoEL KAY TOUVYOMA povVOY aKodaaL 

oupaviov peyadroto Oeov, KOT pov KpaTéovTos; 

Oh / ¥ / \ 9 \ 9 sy , 

Os NOY@ ExTLOE TaVvTa, Kal ovpavoy noe Oaracca», 

97 / b] 9 t , / 

NENLOY T axapavTa, TEANVYHY TE TANGOVEA)?, 
aCTPA TE, K.T.A, 
# * 7 

9 > 9 A ” 
ov aéBer, ovdé hoBeicbe Oedv, pataiws S¢ wrAavac be 
TpoaKkuveovTes Ghers TE, Ka’ alrNovpotae OvorTes, 

9 a 
elowdors T GAXOIS, ALOivors O idpipact pwror, 
Kai vaots abéovor xabefopevor mpd Oupawr, 
Tnperte TOV €ovta Oeov, bs wavta puAaoce.. 
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Bk. viii. 375 ff. 
> A N / 9 “A 3 \ ¥ \ “ 
apxnv cat téXos olda, Os ovpavoy Extica Kal yn», 
“ \ / 3 N b] ¥ \ ¥ 
podvos yap Oeos eips, eal ovx Eats Oeds AdXos. 
etxova Oeotrifovaw éunv, AnPOeicay ad’ Ur», 
/ / > 9 9 4 bd , 
xeipi Te pophwaartes en’ ciderAaLTLY avavdols 
SoEalover tails Kat Opnoxeiacow avayvors. 


‘\ / f 9 , / 
TOV KTLOTHY TPONLTTOVTES acENyEiats ENATPEVEAD. 
* * * 


b , A 9 A e U 
ov xpntw Ovaotdy, ov orovdav vpetepawr. 
# # te 
“A \ 9 U ’ 9 / 
TavTa yap, els pynpny Baoirjnwv noe Tupavrvwr, 
Saipfoot Touncovot vexpois, ws ovpavioiar. 


When with these passages before us we read over again the 
early sections of the Preaching and the parallels to them which I 
have quoted from Aristides, we shall feel that we have here some- 
thing more than ordinary commonplaces about the unity of God and 
the folly of idolatry. Again, when we compare together the first 
and second groups of passages from the Sibylline Books, we shall 
be led to ask for a common basis which shall explain their resem- 
blances. Neither seems to be a direct imitation of the other: 
each presents us with words and phrases not found in the other, 
but accounted for at once on the supposition that either the 
Preaching of Peter or our own Apology lies in the background. 
Thus in the first we have wravtoxpatwp, ayévntos, yaNas, trerenva 
Kat éptreta, & 8n x aioypoyv ayopeverv. In the second, rovvoma, 
NOY ExTicE, VAOIS...TNPELTE. 

Moreover the mention of Creation by the Word guides us 
to the Preaching, in preference to the Apology, in which this finds 
no place: and the phrases which are found in the Apology, but not 
in the Preaching, need not cause us difficulty when we remember 
how very fragmentary is our knowledge of the latter document. 

In fact we may at once begin a tentative reconstruction, and 
say that the Preaching probably contained 

(1) mavroxparwp and ayévnros as epithets of the Deity ; 

(2) the verb dsaxparety of His continuous action upon created 
things ; 

(3) the statement that the Deity has no outward image, and 
no name ; 
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(4) that God created ‘heaven, earth and sea, sun, moon and 
stars’; 

(5) that these were made for the sake of Man; 

(6) among objects of false worship, odes, and other things 
disgraceful even to name in such a connexion; 

(7) areference to the folly of guarding the Deity. 

From the lines in the eighth Book we may add: 

(8) the desertion of the Creator for the creature ; 

(9) that God has no need of sacrifice and oblation. 

Another passage of the Sibylline writings bears a striking 
resemblance to our Apology. This is the commencement of the 
fourth Book’, of which Alexandre says: ‘ Liber hic Christianorum 
Sibyllinorum antiquissimus est habendus, scriptus nempe primo 
saeculo,’ It opens with lines which recall much of what has been 
already cited, dealing with the attributes of the Creator. It then 
gives a brief description of the men who shall one day inhabit the 
earth (ll. 25 ff). We may select the following passages : 


daaor 6n orépEovot Oeov péyav, evNoyéovTes 
wpiv payéeww muéerv re, wemoiOores evoeBénow. 
# * * 

Qs vw 9 b ee 3 / / / > ‘ ” 
ovd ap ém adXotpin Koltn ToOov aicypoy eyovres, 
ovr él dpaevos UBpev amexyOéa te oruyepny Te. 
@v TpoTrov evoeBinv te Kal 70ca avépes Adrot 
OUTrOTE piunooyTaL, avaideinv troOéovTes' 
GXX avtovs yAEVH TE yérAwT! TE pUXOiCorTEs, 
ynTriol appocvvycw, émixrevoovras éxelvots, 
ef 9 9 \ es ? ‘ . 9 
Ooa’ auvTol péEovaty, ériiyoya Kat Kaka &pya. 


With reference to the first of these passages, we may remember 
that in the description of the Christians in c. xv. we saw that 
Aristides uses the ‘Two Ways’: but at the end of his account he 
adds words which remind us forcibly of the Preaching of Peter: 
ootwas kal Sixalws Savtes, xabas xvptos 6 Deas avtois tpocé- 
rafev: and then he goes on: evyapicrobvtes avT@ Kata Tacav 
dpav év travtt Bpwpate Kai Tot@ Kal Tots Novtrois ayaOois. 


1 It is not unimportant to observe that this Book has also remarkable affinities 
with the Apocalypse of Peter. 
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With regard to the second passage, there is a still more 
striking parallel in c. xvii, preserved to us only in the Syriac 
Version. ‘The Greeks then, O king, because they practise foul 
things in sleeping with males, and with mother and sister and 
daughter, turn the ridicule of their foulness upon the Christians ; 
but the Christians are honest and pious, ete. 

These coincidences are worth noting even if we are not 
prepared, with our present knowledge, to suppose that they send 
us back for their explanation to the Preaching of Peter’. 


Next let us turn to the Epistle to Diognetus. As soon as the 
Armenian fragment of Aristides was discovered, 1t was observed 
that it had points in common with this anonymous Epistle. The 
coincidences have multiplied greatly with our larger knowledge of 
the Apology. Several of them have been quoted by Mr Harris in 
his notes, but it is necessary for our present purpose to bring them 
together again under one view. I shall do this in the briefest 
possible form, giving in the footnotes references to such parallels 
in the Apology as have not already been quoted above. - 


Ep. ad Diog.c.1. ovre rovs vouslopévous vir TaOv ‘EXAnVaY 
Geovs Noylfovrat, cite THY Tovdaiwy Seovdarpoviay purdocovet 
...Kal tl Snore Kalvoyv TOUTO yévos 3) émeTnOcuma elanrOeY eis 
tov Biov viv Kal ov mpoTeEpoy. - 

mapa tov Oeovd, Tod Kal TO AéyEeLY Kal TO dKovew nyiv 
NopnyovuvTos, atrovpar SoOjvas éwol pév eiwety ovtws* K.T.D. 

e a \ , fe) 9 > U 
c. 2. ws dy cai Noyou Katvod...axpoaTns éaopevos. 
9 ¢€ / > \ © A , e >] > \ 
ovy o pév tis NLGOs EoTiv Guotos TH TraToupévw, o 8 éaTi 
NANKOS OU KpEeicowY TAV Els THY XPHoL uty KexadKevpéevov 
A e \ , v 4 e \ Ld , 
axevav, o dé EvrAov Hon Kal ceontos, 6 S5é apyuvpos ypnfwv 
avOpwrouv Tov durakavtos iva wn KraThH, 6 6 cidnpos K.7.X. 
? \ / 9 A 8 
els THY Mophny TovTwy EextuTWOnVAL® K.T.A. 


1 With the thought contained in the passage last quoted, compare Just. Apol. ii. 
12: AldécOnre, ald€cOnre, & pavepws mpdrrere els dvatrious dvapépovres, kal rd wpoodbyra 
kal davrois kal rots vuerépos weptBdddovres TovTas wy ovdey ovd éxl woody peTovola 
éorl. But here the notion of ridicule, which we find in Aristides and in the Sibyl, 
is wanting. 

2 Ap.c¢. ii. rotrwv odrws elpnudvwv repl Oeov, xabuis éue Exwpnoe epi adrov réyerv. 

3 Ap.c¢. ili, wy kal noppPduara ria movjoavres wvduacay ExTUMwpa K.T.Xr. 
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tous S€ apyupéous Kal ypucobs éyxreloavtes tais vuti, Kal 
Tais nuépats PvAakas Tapaxabiotaytes, iva pn KNAT OC LD’. 


c.3. é&js 8€ wept trod pn Kata ta avta ‘lovdaiors 

PeoceBetv... lovdaiou roivuy...caros Oeov Eva TOV TavTeV 
, , 9 “” A > ] \ A“ s 

oéBewv, cal Seorrorny aEvodat dpovetv: et Sé Tots mpoerpnuévors 
OpoLtotpotras® thy OpnoKeiay tpocayovcw avtT@ tavTnv, Sea- 
papTavova.p. 

€ N 4 A 9 \ \ \ A } U a b 

6 yap Totnoas TOY OUpavoy Kal THY YyRV Kal TavtTa TA ev 

” A la) A 9 4 

avTois, kal maou Hnuty yopnyayv Ov wpogdeopeOa, ovdevos 
dv autos wpocdéotTto TovTwY wV TOIS oiopévors SLOovat Trapéyet 
autos. of &€ ye Ovatas K.T.A. 


c.4. dAdXa puny 70 ye Tept Tas Bowaets avtav ropodeés, Kal 
Thv wept Ta caBBara Setctdaipoviay, Kal THY THS TEpLTOMAS 
adraloveiay, Kal Thy THS vnoTelas Kal voupynvias eipwreiar, 
K.T.XN. 

\ a ¢ \ le) ce) 4 2 A 

TO Te Yap Tav v0 TOD Deod KTLcBévTwY els YpHoLY 
aVO POT OY, KT. 

\ \ 4 9 \ f \ 

To S€ mapedpevovtas avtovs datpos Kal cedXnvyn THY Tapa- 
THPNTLY TOV LNVOV Kal TOV nuEepav TroveiaOaL, K.T.r. 


c. 6. xypiotiavol Katéyovtar ev ws ev Ppovpa TO Koopo, 
avtol d€ cuvéyovat Tov Koo pov’. 


> QV 9 eo” ey aA > % a , 

c.7. ov ydp emiveton, ws pny, eVpHnua TOUT avTots TrapEeddOn, 

aN A b] , , ef 9 A > A 9 ‘ 

ovdé Ovntnv émivotay duracoew ovTws aktovow éripedas, oVdéE 

avOpwTivwy olkovopiay puotnpioy TemiarevyTat, GAN avTos 

a > 

arnbas o TayvytoKpatwp Kal tTavToKTiotys Kal aopaTos 

Oeds, avros...toy oyov Toy ayov...dvidpuce Kai éyxaTe- 
ornpiee Tats KapSiats avTar*, 


c. 8. of wév ties Tip Epacay elvact tov Oedv (ov péANOVEL 
U b A A \ e \ of e > 
YwpnaeLy avTol, ToUTO Kadovat Dedv), ot Sé Vdwp, of 8’ aAXO Te 
TOV TTOLKELWY TOY ExTLDMEeVwY UTO Deod. 


1 Ap.c. iil. ovykdeloavres vaots...rnpovow acpadws tva wh krarwow. 

2 Ap. c. xiv. kat elot rapbpoin rw eOvav. 

3 Ap. c. xvi. ‘And I have no doubt that the world stands by reason of the 
intercession of the Christians’ (Syr.). 

1 Ap. c. xv. odrol elow ol brép mavra ra EOvn THs vis edpbvres Thy GdfOecap: 
ywdoKover yap Tov Oeov xriorny kal Snuoupydy trav amrdvrwv...€xover Tas évroNds...cy 
Tais kapdlas xexapaypévas. | 
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c.10. 6 ydp Beds Tovs avOpwmous nyamnee, 8t’ ods errolnce 
TOV KOGpOD, ols vrétake Tavta Ta ev TH Yi. 

Os, &@ mapa Tod Oeot AaBov exer, TadTa Tots émudeopéevors 
xopnyav, Oeds ylvetar trav AapPavovtwv, odtos puynTHns éore 
Geod". 

We cannot account for these parallels by merely supposing 
that Aristides had the Epistle to Diognetus before him: for 
there are many points in common between Aristides and the 
Preaching of Peter, such as the worship of angels ascribed to the 
Jews, which do not appear in the Epistle. Nor will the converse 
hypothesis hold good. For, to take one instance out of several, 
the phrase in the Epistle 7 card td avra “lovdaiows OcoceBeiv is 
directly parallel to undé cata “Iovdaious céBeoGe in the Preaching; 
but it has no counterpart in form in the Apology. 

Here again then we are guided to the hypothesis that the 
Preaching lies behind both of these works. Can we gain anything 
further in the way of its reconstruction ? 

Taking up some of our former points (see p. 93) we are con- 
firmed in thinking that the Preaching contained 

(1) wavroxpdrwp as an epithet of the Deity. 

(2) the statement that God created ‘heaven and earth and 
all that is therein.’ 

(3) that these were made for the sake of Man; and we may 
add ‘placed in subjection under him.’ (Cf. Or. Sibyl. Prooem., 
quoted above.) 

(4) areference to the folly of guarding the Deity. 

(5) that God has no need of sacrifices. 

We may perhaps go on to add 

(6) a statement that God must give the power to speak 
rightly of Him. 

(7) a reference to circumcision and meats in treating of the 
Jews. 

(8) the position of the Christians as sustaining the world. 

_ (9) the fixing of God’s commandments in their hearts. 
1 Ap.c.i. ‘He is God of all, who made all for the sake of man’ (Syr.). 


2 Ap.c. xiv. ‘They imitate God by reason of the love which they have for man: 
for they have compassion on the poor,’ &e. (Syr.). 


H. A. 7 
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(10) a reasoned condemnation of the worship of fire, water 
and other elements. 


(11) the imitation of God consists in beneficence. 


Mr Harris has collected (pp. 23 ff.) several instances of contact 
between the Apology of Aristides and the True Word of Celsus ; 
and he has suggested that Celsus may have had the Apology in 
his hands when he wrote his attack upon Christianity. We are 
now in a position to see that most of the coincidences which have 
been pointed out would be accounted for by the supposition that 
it was the Preaching of Peter itself, and not our Apology, which, 
like ‘ Jason and Papiscus’ and other apocryphal writings, supplied 
the materials of his attack. 

It will be more satisfactory to present the evidencé in full as 
we have done in the previous cases, even at the risk of some 
repetition. I shall follow the order of Origen’s reply. — 


Orig. c. Cels. I. 4. xowvdy elvar nat mpos tovs adXous Ptroao- 
gous, Ws ov ceuvov TL Kal Katvov paOnpa. Cf. 11. 5 pndév Se 
Kauvov ev Tots SiacKxecOat haivwry ypioriavovs, olerar avatpé- 
Tew yptotiavicpov. Also Iv. 14 rAéyw Sé ovdéev xatvov, dd\Xra 
mwarat Sedoypeva (i.e. he does not claim novelty for his view, as 
they do for theirs). 

I. 23. 1@ nynoapéevo obey éEropevor Movoy...éva évépioav 
etvat Deov. 

I. 26. rAéywv avtovs céBewvy adyyénous Kal yonteia mpoc- 
xeicOa, fs 6 Motions avrois yéyovey éEnynrys. mod ydp 
Tov ypaypatwv Mwicéws evdpe tov vouwobérny rapadidovta 
aéBew aryyédous...emayyéAretar 5é Sidakev éE4s, was cab "lov- 
Satos vir auablas éoparnoav é-atratwpevor' (cf. V. 6). 

EPL TOU TWTHPOS NUOY, WS Yyevouevou Hryeuovos TH KAO 
Xptatiavol éopev yevéoet Hua Kai dnow avTovy TPO TavuU 
ONLywn éray THs SidacKarlas TavTns KaOnyncacbat, voprcOévTa 
ume yptaoTtiavan vidv elvat Tod Oeov* 

I. 28. mparov 5¢ ws wracapévov avrod thv éx rapbévou 
yéveo er, 

1 Ap, ©. xiv. 


2 Ap. co. Xv. ol 5¢ xpioriavol yeveadoyouvrat ard roo Kuplov ’Inoot Xpiorod. oBros 
de 6 vids Tov Beod row bWlarou duodoyeirat...xal éx wapOevou dylas -yerynels. 
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1.49 f. add elev o euos mpodyrns ev ‘lepocorvpors rote, 
Ort NEEes Oeod vids, TOY Ociwy KpiTNS, Kal TOY adiKwY KONATTHS... 
Ti wadXOv GU H AdNoe pupiot, of peta THY Tpopyrelay yevopevot, 
eich Trepl ay TavTa MpoepnreverTo ; 

IIT. 19. pndev cepvdtepov tpaywv cal xuvaev, tav rap’ 
Alyvrrriows, escaryovtas év Tais wept tov “Incod Sinynoeow. 

III. 22. év t@ al’ jay ANoyp Atvocxovpous cat ‘Hpaxkréa 
kal ’"Aokrndv cal Atovucoy ovopater...cai pnow ovK avé- 
yeobar wév nuads Tovtous vopilery Deovs, OTe dvOpwror hoav... 
Tov d€ ‘Incoty arobavovta, k.T.n. 

IV. 23. «al nuiv ravra vroBéBAnrat, yn Kal tdap cal 
anp kal aorpa, kat nav &vexa ravta, kat piv Sovreverv 
tréraxtat, (Cf. Iv. 99, ovcouv avOpar@ remointa Ta Tavta.) 

Besides these parallels there are several instances in which 
Celsus seems to turn a weapon used by the Christians back upon 
themselves: eg., 1. 54, ovesdifer t@ cwtnpe ert TO Wade, Ws pf) 
BonOnOévr. ve tod tatpos, 7 wn SuvnPévts Eavt@ BonOjoan’. 
11. 9, xairou Gedv, dno, dvra dhevryew éevyv, ote SeOévta arrayed Oat, 
x.7.X. So again in 11. 42, his reply to the charge of corruptibility 
brought against idols is that flesh is still more corruptible: 
TmapaBadd\wy tas avOpwrivas tod "Inood capxas ypva@ kal 
apyup@ Kat XO, ort abrat éxeivwv POaprotepar. And in II. 76 
we seem to hear the echo of Christian words in: 6potov zroveiy 
Tov év npiv SidacKxarov, ws eb tus weOvwv eis peOVovtas Trapiav 
Kaxnyope Tovs vndovtas ws peOvovtas’. 

It is not easy on the evidence here collected to say whether it 
was the Preaching of Peter or the Apology of Aristides which lay 
before Celsus, but we can hardly doubt that it must have been 
one or the other. The statement that the world was made for the 
sake of man does not find a place in the recognised fragments of 
the Preaching; but we have given good reasons for believing 
that it was contained in it. On the other hand, the Apology gives 
no starting point for the attack of Celsus on Jewish prophecies 
about the Messiah, whereas the Preaching laid great stress on this 
point (see above, p. 89). 


1 Ap.c. x. el ot Aidvucos oparyels ox hduv}On daurg BonOijoa...mrws dv etn Beds ; 
(et passim). Cf. déoycos and Sparérns in the same chapter. 
2 Ap. C. xvi. ddevovTes yap év oxdTE mpoophacovra dauTois ws wedvorTes. 
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ec I. "Ey, Sacred, rpovoia Oeod nrAOov eis Tov Kocpov Kali 239 
Jewpnaas Tov ovpavoy Kat thy ynv Kal tTHv Oadrdaccay, HrALOY TE 
Kat ceAnvny Kal Ta Nowra, COavpaca thv Staxdcpnow TovTMD. 
iSov dé tov Kédopoy Kal ra év avt@ TadvTa, OTL KaTA avayKnY 
KiwWelTaL, cuVnKa TOV KivobvTa Kal Siaxparodyrta elvat Oeov* trav § 
yap TO Kivody icyupotepoy Tod Kwvoupévov, Kal TO Staxparoby 
loyupotepov tod Svaxparoupévou éoriv, avtov ody Aéyw elvae 

= Oedy tov cvotnodpevoy Ta Tdvta Kal Siaxparobvra, avapyov 
kal aidsov, abavarov Kal ampoodeh, avdtepov Tavtwy Tav TaOay 
Kal éXNaTrwpatav, opyns te Kal ANOns Kal ayvolas Kal Tav 10 
Nourrav. bv avtod 5é ta wavta cuvéotnev. ov ypynter Ovolas 
Kal omrovdns, ovdé Tivos TavTwY TaY Patvopévov: mavres dé 
avtod yprfovar. ; 

XN. IL. Tovrav oftas etonuévar rept Oeod, xabads eve exopnae 
mept avTov Neve, EMOwpev Kal eri To dvOpwruvoy yévos, Sires 165 
idwpev Tives avTav petéyovor THS adnOeias Kal Tives THS 240 
mwravns. gavepoy yap dorw nyiv, @ Bacired, Ott Tpia yévn 
eialy avOpdarwy év trade THE KTM OV elaly of TaY TAP vty 
Neyouevwy Dewy mpooxvyyntai, Kai ‘lovdaior, nal ypioriavol: 
avtol 8€ madd of tTovs Todos aeBopuevor Oeovs eis tpla 20 
Siarpodvtat yéevn, Xaddatous te nal “ENAnvas nal Aiyumrious’ 


2 Kal trav yhv Kal rhv] MP; xal yiv xat Bois; yj» xal W; sed cf. p. 101, 
1.8 nAéy te] P Bois; Acovw MW 5 xwetra] xwotvrac M 6 loxv- 
pwrepoy M(et 1.7) 7,8 OedvelvacM 11 OvouwwM 12 oxovdys] Bois; 
libamine lat; crovdas PW; crovdioy M om. rivos MP Bois; sed aliquo 
lat 15 éwt] rept W 18 aOpwrwv)] P Bois syr; om. MW lat piv) 
vpav P Bois 21 dtalpovrac P 
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ovToL yap ‘yeyovacuy apynyol Kal SidacKaroe Tots Nottrots EOvect 
THS TOV ToAvwVvUpwY Deady NaTpelas Kal mpoaKUYncEwS. + 

TIT. “Idapev ov tives trovtrwy peréyovor tHS aGAnOeias Kal 
Tives.THS WAYS. | 

Oi ev yap Xardaiou, 2) eiddres Oeov, érravynOncay orlow 
TOV aTtotyeiwy, Kai Hp~avto céBecBar thy Kriow Tapa Tov 
xtlcavtTa avtovs' Ov Kal woppPopata Tiva TroLncavTEs WYOpacaY 
éxtTUT Mpa TOU ovpavod Kai THS YAS Kal TAS BDaracons, HAriLov 
Te Kal ceAnvys, Kal TaY OLTaY oTOLYElwy 7 PwoTnpwy, Kal 


10 TuyKAEloavTes vaois mpooxuvotar Oeovs KandobdvTes, os Kat 


15 


241 


25 


Tnpovow acdaras iva py KrAaTTOoW VIO AnoTeY, Kat ov 
cuvnkay OTe Trav TO THpOdY pEtLoy TOD TnpoUpévou éotl, Kai 6 
Tot peilwy éoti Tod Trovoupévov. et yap aduvvarovaw ot Oeoi 
avtav wept tis idias cwrTnpias, Tes AAXNOLS GwTNpiay yapi- 
covTat; WAravnv ovv peyarnv érravnOncay oi Xadédaio., 
ocBopevoe ayadpata vexpa Kal avwdern. Kal Oavpalew pot 
b] / ? “A le) e / 4 9 A 
érépyerat, @ Bactred, Was of Aeyopuevor Pidccopor advTav 
9Q°9 9 Le] ¢ 9 \ A A 9 9 
ovd OdAwS cuvynKay brt Kal avTa Ta oToLYyela POapTa éoTLV. Et 
a e 
5¢ ta otoryeia POapta éore nal Vrotacodueva KaTa avayKny, 
A > N , 9 \ A a 9 ? Ca) 9 4 
mas clot Oeoi; et 5& TA aTOvyeta ovK cicl Deol, Tas TA Gyadpara, 
¢ A e 
ad yéyover eis Tysny avtav, Geol virapyoucw ; 
IV. "ErOopev ody, 6 Bacired, én’ avra ta ototyela, OT ws 
atrobelEwpev mepl avta@v Ott ove etait Oeoi, aAAA POapTa Kai 
ddnNovovpeva, ex ToD uy ovTos TapayOévta TpootaypaTt Tov 


b | 


ovTws Oeod, bs eat apOaptos Te Kai avaddAolwTos Kal aoparos’ a 


avtos O€ wavta 6pa, Kal xaOes BovreTat addotol Kai pera- 
U : a ? 4 A 4 
Barry. Ti ov N€yw Tepl TOV CTOLYELWY ; 
€¢_ A 
Oi vouifovres tov ovpavoy elvar Oeov wrAaveVTaL. opwpmev 
yap avTov Tpemropevoy Kal Kata avdyKny Kuwovpevov, Kal x 


30 TOAA@Y cuverTa@Ta’ 80 Kal KOopos KaXElraL. KOcpos 5é KaTA- 


3 \ , “ \ \ ’ \ \ 
oKeun eat TWOs Texvitov’ TO KaTacKevacbey 5é apynv Kal 


2 wodrvovipwy P 4 flves] +rwv M 5 pn) of uy Bois 
6 om. rw M 7 «xrloavra] + xal woijcayta P 8 éxrérwua) 
MPVimn; figuram lat; éxrurwpara W Bois cal (sec)] 7 MP 11 rnpod- 
ow] cuvrnpodyres M 14 om. ldlas P 14,15 yxaplowvra. W* 18 
om. kal M 18, 19 om. dOaprd éorw. el 5¢ ra crovxeia W 18—20 
om. P@apra éorw. el—Oeol; el 5¢ ra orotxeia P 24 dAdootueva] drodd- 
peva W Bvros] dyTws W* 25 bvrws] bvros PW? 26 dpa P 


80 om. «al PW lat 


@ 
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/ 54 a“ ¢ ? \ \ > 7 A A ? A 
Tédos Exe. Kivelrar Sé 6 ovpaves KaTa avayKny ovv Tols avTOD 
dwotnpo.’ ta yap dotpa takes Kat Svactnpats hepopeva amo 
onpetou eis onpetov, ot pev Svvovary, ot §é avarérXovat, cal Kata 
Kalpovs Topelay trotovvTat Tod azrotedely Oépn Kal yetmadvas, 
Kaa ériréraxtas avrois Tapa Tov Bod, Kal ov trapaBalvovor 
tovs idlous dpous, Kata amrapaitntoy picews avayxny, ay TO 

9 t ¢, \ 9 ? \ \ 
ovpaviw Koop. o0ev davepdy dort wy elvat Tov ovpavoy Oeor, 
bd 9 A 
GNX Epyov Oeod. 

Oi 5é vouifovtes thy ynv elvat Oeay érrravynOncav. opapev 
yap avtny U1r6 TaV avOperrav UBpilopéevny Kal Karaxuptevopévny, 
oKxatrrouevny Kal pupopévnv kal aypnoroy yivopévnyv. éay yap 
om7TnOy, yiveras vexpa’ éx yap Tov cotpaxov dverat ovdév. &re 
5é xal éav él mréov Bpayn, POetperar al avrn xab ot Kaptrot 
avTns. Karavateirae Sé vie te avOpwrav Kai TOV OLTaY 
Cowv, aiuace govevouévwy pualverat, Swopvocetat, yeulleras 
vexpov, Onn yivetar copadtav. TovTwY oUTwS SvTwY, OVK évdéE- 

\ A 9 AN 3 ? A bd A > a 
xetar THY ynv elvat Dedv, ANN Epyov Oeod eis ypnow avOpwrTrav. 

V. O86 &€ vopifovres To USwp elvas Ocdy éerrravnOncav. Kai 
avTo yap eis ypjow tav avOpwrwv yéyove, Kal KaTaKxupLeveras 
¢ 9 > A a, / > A e ( 

UT avTayv, ptaiverar xa POeiperat, kal addovobrar eYyouevov 
Kal ddAacoopevoy ypwpact, kal vd Tov Kpvovs THyvUpeEvon, 
Kal aiwact LoAvVOpEVOY, Kai eis TavTeV Tov axabaptrwy TmrAVALW 
ayopuevov. 510 advvatoy To Vdwp elvat Oeov, adr Epyov Oeod. 

Oc dé vopuifovres tO Tip elvat Ocov TraVaVTAL. TO yap 
mop éyéveto es ypnow avOparrwyv, Kal KatTaKxuptevetat Ur’ 
AUTOV, TEepLpEpopeEvov Ex TOTroU Eis TOTFOV Els EYrnow Kal OTTHOLW 
mavtobatr@y Kpewy, ett bé nal vexpov cwudtrov: POeiperar Sé 
Kal Kata ToAXOUS TPOTTOUS, VITO TaY avOpdtTav aRevyipevov. 
510 ovx évdéyerat Td mip elvat Oedv, GAN Epyov Peod. 

Oi Se voulfovres rnv Tav avéweov von eivat Gedy TNaVOVTAL. 


1 odpavds}] +xal W avrod] éavroo PW 3 dtovew Bois ava- 
ré\ovo. MW 5 xaba] wad’ 8 W 11 om. crarrouévny Bois (sed C 
habet) gupopévyny] Bois; gupouvpévny PW; gpovpoupévyy CM 11, 12 
om. ywouévnv—orrndy P 12 é« ydp] xadéru dx W om. rod P 
15 om. yeultera: Bois (sed C habet) 16 vexpwOnxn P 19 om. raw 
PW 20 évotuevor MPW 22 om. kal afuact poduvvduevory Bois Vy, 
22, 23 om. kal els wavrwy—aydbuerov M 24, 25 1d ydp wip éyévero els 
xpiow] kal avro ydp els xpnow éyévero Bois V., 25 xprjow] xplow M 
28 om. kal W oBevipevov W 


242 


15 


20 


25 
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\ U b ¢, 4 @e , U “A 9 , 
pavepov yap éotiv ote SovAever ETEp@, Kal yapiy TaV avOpeTrwY 
A le) \ 
KaTeckevactat vo Tov Oeod mpos peTaywynv mroiwy Kal 
cuykouldas THY GLTLKODV, Kal Eis NOLTTas avTwY ypeias’ avEe TE 
Kal Anyet Kat emitayny Oeod. 516 ov vevdmtotas THY TeV 
5 avé“wov mrvonv eivat Oedy, adr Epryov Geod. 
VI. Of &€ vopifovres Tov nALov elvar Oedy TWAAVAYTAL Opa- 
eV yap aUTOY KLVOUpEvOY KaTa avayKnY Kat TpeTopevoy, Kal 
> \ , ’ a ’ . 9 / 
943 peraBalvovra aro onpeiou cis onpuetov, Svvovta Kai avatédXorTa, 
le) A \ J ed A bd 4 
Tov Oeppaivay ta puta cai Bracta eis ypnow tav avOpwror, 
10 éTt S€ Kal pepicpov EyovTa peta TOV oLTaY aaTépwr, Kal 
/ wv A 3 A \ b (o) A 
éXdtrova évta Tov ovpavod ToAv, Kai éexXeElTrovTa TOD wTos, 
kat pndeuiay avtoxpareray éxyovta. 510 ov vevomiorat TOV HALOV 
elvas Oedv, adr’ Epyov Geod. 
Oi 8é vopifovres Thy ceXnuny elvat Oeav TWKavaYTaL. Gpapmev 
9 
15 Yap auTnY KivoULeYNY KaTa avayKny Kai TpETrOmévny, Kal mETa- 
, a 
Baivovaav aio onpeiov eis onpuctov, SUvovcay te Kal avaréd- 
Novaav eis ypyjow tov avOpwrav, Kal édXdTTOVa ovcay Tov 
¢e / 9 / VA \ J 
nrtou, av€ouéevnv te Kal pecoumevny, Kal éxrElrveus éyoucav. 
\ b] 4 ‘ Ul A % b ) A 
510 ov vevopiotat THY ceAnVHD elvat Deav, aAN Epyov Deod. 
20 «VIL. Od &€ vopifovtes tov dvOpwrov clvat Gedy mNaVaYTAL. 
a \ \ 
Oop@mwev yap avTov Kiwovpevoy KaTAa avdyKny, Kal Tpepopevov \, 
kal ynpacKovta, kal un OédovTos avtov. Kal toTé pev yalpe, 
mote Sé€ Avieirat, Seouevos Bpwpatos Kai Totod Kal écO7jTOos. 
> > A 3 iL \ \ b \ \ 
elvat 5é avtov opytiov Kat bnrornv Kal émibupntny, Kat 
25 HETAmeNdpevoy, Kal éMaTTamaTa ToNAG éxovta. PUeipetat Fé 
KaTa qWodXovs TpdTroUs, UITO aoToLxelwy Kal Cowv, Kai Tod 
emiKetpévov avT@ Oavarov. ov évdéyetat ovy elvar Tov dvOpwrirov 
‘ 9 be 4 A 
Geov, adr Epryov Geod. 
TlXavny obv peyadny érravnOncav ot XadSaior, oricw Twv 
“A \ \ ad 
30 emlOupnpatov avtav. aéBovtar yap Ta POapta otovyela Kal 
A 4 
244 Ta vexpad ayadpwata, cal ovK aicBavovta Tadta Georrovoupevot. 


1 érépy] beg C 3 ocuyxoundds M; uentilationem lat otrlwy Bois 
Von. 109 avgouuévny P 10 peptopov] W; diuisionem lat; pepiopods MP 
Bois 16,17 avaré\oveav M 17 xpnow] W; xpelav MP Bois 18 
avéounévny MPW Bois 22 «al wore pev xalpe) deficit C usque ad xal elo 
mwapdvouo p. 110, 1. 10 23 Bpwyaros] Bpwyarwv Bois; dprov W; cibo lat 
24 éxiOuunrny cal fntwrnv M 25 erduedov W; peraBadrduevoy P woNXNa 
éX\arrwuara Bois 27 vmoxemévou W ; imminente lat 30 ércdusiwv P 
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VIII. "Ed@wpev odv eri rovs “EXXnvas, va Bape et re 
dpovodar rept Oeod. of ody "EXAnves codol NéyovTes clvar éuw- 
pavOncay xelpov tHv Xadbalwv, waperodyovres Beovs troNXovs 
yeyevncOat, Tovs wey appevas, Tds Sé Onrelas, wavroiwy Tabav 
Kat travrodaray Snptoupyovs avoynudtrwy. [ods éexeivor avtol [49] 

w= €Eevto poryods elvas wal dovels, dpyinous kal Sydwrds Kal 
Oupavricovs, matpoxrovous Kal adeAhoxrévous, KAeTTas Kal 
dptrayas, ywrovs xal KvAXOvs, Kal pappaxods, Kal patvopévous* 
Kal ToUTwy Twas mev TeTENEUTNKOTAS, TWAS 5é KEeKEpavYwpévOUS 
kai Sedovrevxotas avOperros, Kal guyadas yevouévous, Kal Ko- 10 
m@Topévous Kat Opnvoupévous, wal cis Eda petapophoupévous emt 
movnpais Kal aicypais mpakeow.] S0ev yedoia Kal pwpad 
Kal adoeBn wapeonyayov of “EAXAnves, Bactded, pywata, Tovs 
roa 1) GvTas WpocaryopevovtTes Oeovs, Kata tas émiOumias avTov 
Tas Tovnpas, iva, TovToUs suYnydpous ExoVTES THS KaKias, MOL- 15 
Nevwoty, apratwot, povevwot, kat Ta TavOewa Touma. Et yap 
of Geol a’Tav Towadra érroinoay, Tos Kal avTol ov ToLladTa 
mpagovow; ék tovTwy ovv Tay émiTndevudtov THS Was 
auveBn Tois avOpwrrois Trodémous Exe svXVOds, Kal ahayas Kal 
aixparwaotlas mixpas. 20 

IX, ’AdAd rai Kal Exacrov trav Gedy avtay ei OedXnoopev 
éAGeiy TH AOYO, TOAAHY Set THY aToTrLaY* bTwWS TrapELaayeTat 
avtois po mavrwv Beds Kpdvos, cal rovtT@ Ovovart Ta idva Téxva> 
Os oye Taidas TodXovs ex THS “Péas, Kad pavels Hove Ta tia 
téxva. acl dé rov Ala xowat avrod ta avayxaia wal Bandeiv 2 

=» cis THY Oaraccay, b0ev Adpoditn pvPeverat yevvacba. SdSnoas 
ovv Tov idtov watépa 6 Zevs EBarev eis tov Taprapoy. opas 245 
Tv wayyy Kal aoédyevay HY Tapetcayovct KaTa TOU OBeod 


1 ov] xal PW; itaque lat 3 oddods Geods Bois 4 tds] rods 
Bois; alios lat 5 atrol éxetvo. M 6 guwveis, dpyjdouvs M 7 Kal 
ade poxtovous] om. P syr; Kal adedpoxrwvous M 8 xwrods—pawopevous] Kal 
éfwreis kaxwy P kuddovds] Kotho’s M 9 Katxepauvywpévous M; Kxepavywudévous P 
10, 11 xat xowr. xat Opnv.] post Kexepavywuévous Bois 12 «pdteow] 
plécow Bois 15, 16 potxedowow, dpwdtwo., govetcowo. M 16 wdy- 
Sewa] wavra dewa P; dea ravra M; omnia mala lat 18 mpatwor PW +e 
yap of Geol avrwy Adpoves, rus obi Kal avrol Suoior adrois Ecovrac W 19 rovs 
avOpwrovs Bois 21 om. xal PW lat 22 drws] 6 wpwros coniecit 
Bois; inducitur enim lat 23 Oeds] +6 devysuevos Bois bvowor P 
24 tchte M 25 tov Ala xbWat] rotrov diaxbyar W? 26 adpodlrny W 
Bois pnOverac M ; pvdderPa Bois 27 &BaddAew W? 
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avTav; éevdéyeras ovv Oedy elvas Séoptov Kal diroKoTrov; @ THS 
avoias* Tis Tav voby éydvTwy TadTa dycevev ; 

Acvtepos mapeodyerat 6 Zedvs, dv hacl Bacidedoar Tov 
Gewv avtay, kal petapoppodaban eis Sada, dws pouyevon Ovntas 

5 Yuvaixas. tTrapetcayouct yap ToUTOY peTaLoppovpevoy cis TADPOV 
mpos Evpeémny, nal eis ypuoov mpos Aavany, Kal eis KUKvoV 
mpos Andav, kal eis catupov mpos ’Avtiomny, Kal eis Kepauvoy 
apos Yewérnv elra yeverOar Ex ToVTwY Téxva TWoNKA, Atovucoy 
kat ZhOov nat “Apdiova nai ‘Hpaxrjv cat *"Aroddr\wva kal 

190 Apteptv nal Tepoéa, Kaotopd re cat ‘EXévnv wal Worvdevxnp, 

246 Kal Mivwa cai ‘PadduavOuv cal Yapmrndova, cai tas évvéa Ouya- Ne 
Tépas as mpoonyopevaay Movaas. cl0’ ovtws Tapevoayoucs 
Ta Kata Tov Tavupndnv. auvéBn odv, Bacrred, tots avOpwroas 
pipeioOar tabra mayta, Kai yiverOat pouyovs Kal appevopavets, 

15 Kal adAXwvy Sevan Epywv épyaras, Kata pipnow Tov Oeod avtav. 
TOs ovy évdexeTat Oedv elvar poryov | avdpoBaTnv, 7 TaTpo- 
KTOVOD ; 

X. Ydv rovtm 5é cal “Hdaordy twa wapevoayouos Oedv 
elvat, Kal ToUTOV yYwXOV, Kal KpaTodYTa ahipay Kal mrupddAaBon, 

20 kal yadxevovta yap tpodys. dpa émevdens éotw ; Sirep ovK 
évdéxerat Oedv elvar ywdov ovdé mpoadedpevov avOpwrrav. 

Elita tov ‘Epunv mapeicdyovat Sedov elvar ériOupnrny Kal 
KNertny Kal WrAEoveKTHY Kalb payov teal KvAdNVT Kal NOyoV ys 
épunveutnv. Sep ove évdéyerau Oeov elvat Torodrov. 

2, Tov dé Aoxdrnmiov trapercayovar Oedv elvat, iatpov bvta Kal 
KatacKevafovra dappaxa xal avvOecw éeumrdrdotpev, yapLv 
Tpopns’ émrevdens yap nv’ votrepov Sé Kepavvodabat avroy vie 
tov Avs dua Tuvddpewy Aaxedaipovos vidv, cal atrofaveiv. et 


2 ruv] roy W* 3, 4 rwv Oedv] tov Ocov P 8 onuédrnv P 
9 dudluva P npaxn M drokwva MW 10 xdorwpa P 
modvdeuxn M 11 piven PW om. xal (prim.) P capmiidva M 
evéa W* 12 rapecdyouo: P 13 yavuuldnvy P auvéBn] oé8n M 
14 om. raira wavra Kal ylvecPar P 15 om. épywvy M Tod Geo] rw 
Oewy AW syr; dei sui lat 18 rovry] rovras W? wapecayouol rwa M 
20 emidexs W Bois 21 ovde] xat P Bois 23 xud\dv W3; uersipellem 
lat 23, 24 om. xal udayor—épunveurny M 24 elvac] +rdov P; 
+ xwhdv (kud\dv W?) ode wpocdeduevoy avOpwrwy Sep ovK evdéxerar Gedy elvac W 
25 daoxyriov M 27 émidens W 28 ruvddpewv] Bois; ruvdapew M; 


tuviapews W2P ; rowdapews AW*; Darii lat 
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dé "Ackdntios Oeds av nal Kepavvalels ovK nduvnbn éavT@ 
A A W , 
BonOjnoat, was addots BonOnces ; 
“Apns 5é rapetodyerat Beds elvae trodemtotyns Kal Cnrworns, 247 
PN petoay : 

A \ 
cab érvOupntns Opewpator xa éErépwv tiav: Yotepoy 5é avrov 
poyevovta thy “Adpoditny SeOjvat avtoy vmod Tod vyTriou § 
v € A ¢ , *” ? \ 9 € ? 0 \ 

cas Epwrtos xal vio ‘Hdaiorov. amas ov Beds qv o ériupnrys 
kal trodeuiatns Kal Sécptos Kat poryes ; 

Tov 8 Avcvucov maperodyovet Oeov elvat, vuerepiwwas dyovra 
éoptas Kal StdacKarov pwéOns, kal droomaevta Tas TOV TANTIOY 
yuvaixas, kal pawdpevov kal gevyovtas Uaotepov Sé avrov to 
opaynvat vmod tav Tirdvev. ef ovy Ardvucos odhayels ovK 
nduvnOn éaut@ RBonOnoa, Gddrda Kal patvopuevos Hv Kal wébvcos 
kat Sparrérns, was av ein Geos ; 

Tov 5¢ ‘Hpaxrjv wapetcdyouos peOvcOnvar nai pavivat, 
Kat Ta idita téxva odhakat, elra wupt avadrwbjvat Kal ovTas ; 

p A 5 
atroOavety. mas § dv ein Beds, wéOuvcos Kal texvoKTovos, Kai 
4 a a) 4 / e el A \ 
KaTakalouevos ; ) wos adAows BonOnce, éavta BonOjncar py 
duvnbeis ; 
XI. Tov 5¢ "ArcdAXwva raperoayovet Gedy elvat Snrwrtnv 
pecoay nrwTny, 
” de } 4 \ / A \ \ \ s 
ért 6€ kal Tofov Kai dapétpay Kparodvra, mroré 5é Kai xiOapav 20 
kal téravOidat, Kai pavrevopevoy ois avOpwrots yapu 
a. Hicbod. dpa érevdens éotiv; Sirep ove évdéyerat Oeov elvas 
> a \ \ 4 
évden kai Enrornyv Kal KiOap@dor. 

"Apteuty 5é trapecayovow aderdny avrTod elvat, Kuynyov 
ovoay, Kal Tokov éyew peta hapétpas’ Kal Tavrnv péuBeOar ac 
KaTa TOV opéwy povny pera Tav Kuvav, STras Onpevon EXapov 248 
} Katrpov. tas obv éotat Beds 4 ToLavTN yuvn Kal KUYNYyoS Kal 
pepBopevn peta Tav KUYOD ; 

"Agdpodirny 5 Aéyouos Kalb avtjv Ocay elvar povyadida. 
moTé yap éoxe poryov tov “Apny, mote Sé ‘Ayylonv, more dé 30 
“AS e } ‘ 0 U rat fe) \ 3 \ 

wv, ovTivos Kal Tov Oavatov KraieL, EnTovca TOY épacTny 


1 dumb M aura W 4 émOuplrns M Opeupdrwv]) xpnua- 
Tw Viogs XNuaTw Openpnarw» W; ouium lat 6 wv] éorw P Bois 12 
om. d\Ad M 14 jpaxd\y M 17 BonOnce] +6 W 19 dxé\wva W? 
20 om. «al (prim.) MW xparely M om. xal (tert.) W KiOdpa M 
21 éxavdlda] W Bois; éravdlda M; éwavdlda P; tibiam lat; wnxrlda coniecit 
Bois 23 évden nal Snrwrhv] Snrwrhv, evden P 25 Exew] fxor M 
26 om. rw» (sec.) W Onpevcea P Bois 27 om. ov» P 80 ayxlew 
Pw* 31 ddwvnv MP ovriwos] airn W? 
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avTns* Hv Néyovow Kal eis “Abou xataBaivew, brrws éEayopacn 
tov “Adwvww amo ths Ilepoedovns. eldes, & Bacered, peifova 
TavutTns adpoovvnv’' Oedy trapecayev THY povyevovcay Kat 
Opnvovaav Kal xraloveav ; 

5 “Adwviv 5& mapeoayovot Oedv elvat xuvnyov, Kal robrov 
Biaiws arobaveiv wAnyévta vio Tod vos, Kal pn duvnbévTa 
BonOjcat tH Tadairwpla avtod. mas otv Tav avOpdrraDv 
gpovtida troumoetas 6 pworxyos Kal Kuvyyos Kai Buobavaros ; 

Tatra wdvra Kai Toda ToLtadTa Kal TOAAW THEiovy atoxypd- 

10 TEepa Kal Trovnpa Tapecanyayov ot “EXAnves, Baccrcd, wept Trav 
Gedy avtav, & ove Néyewv Oéuts, oT emi pynuns OAws hépeuv’ 
OOev AapBSavovtes oi dvOpwirot ahopyny amo Tov Dewy avTay, 
érpatrov wacav davouiay Kail acédyeav Kal acéBevay, Kara- 
plaivovres ynv Te Kal aépa Tais Seevais avtray mpakeow. 

949 XID. Adyrrrios dé, aBerATepwrepor Kal appovéorepos ToUTwY 
évTes, YElpoy TavTwv Tov eOvav émravnOnoay. ov yap npKéc- 
OQncav trois tav Xaddaiwv nai ‘EXAnvav ceBacpacw, arr 
ére kai adoya Sada wapetonyayov Oeovs elvar yepoaia re Kal 
évyudpa, kai ta puta nal Braota, cai ewidvOncay év racy 

20 pavia Kal adoedyela yelpov tmavtwv tav eOvav éml TIS yi. 

"Apxaiws yap écéBovro thv "low, éxovcay adeAdov cai 
avipa tov “Ocipw, Tov odayévta bro Tod adeXghod avrod 
tov Tudwvos. Kai dia todto devyet 7 "lows peta “OQpouv rod 
viod avris els BuBXov ths Yuplas, Gyrodca tov “Oorpw, Kal 

25 TUKpaS Opnvovaa, éws niEnceyv 6 ‘pos Kat atréxteve tov Tudava. 
ote ov 7 “lows iayuce BonOjoat T@ idiw adedd@ Kai avdpi: 
ovte 0 “Ocipits shaloueros vie Tod Tudavos ndvvnOn avtira- 
BeaGat éavrod: ovre Tuday 6 adedXpoxtovos, atroAdUpevos V70 
tod “Qpov Kai ths “Iowdos, evropnoe picacBar éavTdov Tod 


1 ww] bv W* 2 tes W 3 potxevopévny W? 5 dddvnv M 
6 ulds W duynOjvac MP 7 BonOfca post avrod P avrod] 
éavrod Bois 8 wojonrac PW Biaoddvaros M 9 mrelova P; 
plura lat 10 wapewdyovow M3; mapiryayov P 12 rév] rod P 
14 xal] + rov P 15 dBedrepdrepa] M Bois; dBerrwrepo DW*; d&Bedréd- 
repo. APW? 18 ddoya] d\\a M wapiyyayov W 20 éwi ris vis] 
émi ys M; ray él rijs vis P; erranjOncay W 21 dpxalws] dpx70ev Bois ; 
in principio lat adehohy W 23 om. rod (prior.) Bois pera] + 70d 
Tigwros kal W 24 pl8r\ov MPW* om. xal P Bois 25 Opnvoica] 


Oavotica W 27 om.6M 28 doddtuevos] Bois; aro\Abuevos MPW 


108 APOLOGIA ARISTIDIS. 


Gavatov. xal émd rTovovtots atuynpace yvwpicbévres avrol 
Geot vrro tav adovvérwv Aiyurrriwy évopicOnacav: oftives, pnd 250 
éy Tovtos apxeaOévtes 9 Tots NoLTrois ceBacpace Tav eOvar, 
nal Ta droya boa trapevonyayov Oeovs elvat. 

Teves yap avtdv éoeBacOncav mpdBarov, tiwes 5é tpayor, 
Erepot 5€ ooxyov Kai Tov yotpor, ddAXot 5é TOV KOpaxa Kal Tov 
iépaxa kal tov yiTra Kal Tov aerov, Kal GdNoL TOV KpoKdderAo?, 
ties 8 Tov aidovpoy Kal Tov Kuva, Kal Tov AVKOV Kal Tov 
wiOnxov, Kat tov Spdxovta nal tnv aomida, cal addot TO 
Kpomvoy Kal TO oKdpodoy Kab axavOas, kal Ta NovTTa KTicpaTA, 10 
kal ove aicOavovtat of Tadaitrwpo wept mavtwy TovTwY ott 
ovdey taoyvovow. dpavtTes yap tods Beors avtav Bu8pwcko- 
pévous v1rd Erépwv avOpwreav Kai Katopévous Kal shartopévous 
Kal ontropévous, ov cuvnKav Trepi avra@v OTL ovK etal Deni. 

as XIII. [Wnavnv ody peyadnv érrravyOncav of te Aiyvrrrvoe 
kal ot Xanrbaiot nal oi "EXXnves ToLovTous Tapetodyovres Jeovs, 
Kat ayadpata avTayv trotobvtes, Kal Oeotrotovpevos Ta Koda 
kal avaicOnra eldwra. al Oavpatw mos opavtes Tous Oeovs 
avTav Uro TaY Snusoupyav mprlopévous Kal meNEKovpévous, Kal 
xodoBoupévous, Tadavoupévous Te Vd TOV ypovou Kal avadvo- 20 
pévous Kal ywvevopuéevous, ove éppovncay mept avTay OTL ovK 
eiot Oeoi. Gre yap Tepl THs idias cwrnplas ovdey iaxVOVEL, TAS 
TaY avOpwrav tTpovoltay ToijcovTat; adr ot Tointal avToY 
ra cal dirocodpo, trav te Xadbaiwv cal ‘EXAnvev cal Aiyurtion, 
OerXnoavres Tols Toinpacw avTayv Kal avyypadais ceuvovat 25 
rovs trap’ avrots Geovs, pecloves THY aicyuvnv avtav éFexadupay 
Kal yupyny maot mpovOnxay. e yap TO aa@pa Tod avOpwrrou 
moNupepes Ov OUK arroBadAcTai TL TOY Siwy WEA@V, GAAG ITpdS 
TavTa Ta MEAN adtappnKToY Evwowy eyov éauT@ eoTi TUUpwvor, 251 
mas ev duces Oeod payn Kal Siapwvia Ectrar TooavTn; ci yap 30 


wm 


Ll 


5 


2,3 pnd’ ev) unde W 4 om. Oeods clvac MW*; deos esse lat 7 


Kopxbdn\ov W 8 om. rdy (prim.) PW EXoupoy W* om. rdv (sec.) 
MPW 9 wlOnxa W kat rov Spdxovra] Spdxovra 5¢ P; om. rv M 
10 xpbupvoy M oxbpsov M axavOas] Bois; dxavOa PW; dxavOov M; 
spinas lat 11 yo@davovro P 14 onropévous] +xal P 16 om. ol 
(sec.) W 19 werexwuévous Bois 19,20 om. xal xodoBoupévous Bois 20 
Ko\oBwpévous MP 20, 21 dvaddotoupévous xal xovevonévous P 26 wap’ 


av’ray P 29 &xuv W* 80 rocatrn torus PW 
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pia hvots tav Seay varjpxev, ovn whetrev eds Oeov SidKew, 
ovre opdte, ode xaxoTroteiy’ ef 58 ot Oeoi vird Gedy edvdyOnoav 
kal éodaynoav, cal npraynoay Kal éxepavydOnaay, ovx ert pia 
guats early, adrAa yvopae Sinpnuévat, wacat Kaxorrotol* date 
sovdels && avtav éotl Oeds. gavepov ovv eariv, d Bacired, 
wravnpy elvat Tacav Thy Tept ToY Deady huatoroyiar. 
IIés 5 ov cuvyjKav of codol Kal Adytot THY ‘EXAHVOY Srt 
vopous Oéuevoe xpivovras vo Tav idiwv vouwv; ef yap oi 
/ , , b wv / e \ ? A > A U 
vomot Sixatot eiawv, adtkot TravTws ot Oeol avTa@y eicl, Tapavona 3S 
lo Toioavres, GAAnNOKTOVIas Kal dhapwaxeias Kal potyeias Kal 
KrNoTras Kai apoevoxorias. «i 8€ Karas Erpakav tara, of 
vopot apa adexol eiot, Kata Tav Oedy ouyreOévres. vuvi Se oi 
4 , 9 li A ? A \ \ 
vopoe KaXoé eiot Kal Sixatot, TA Kaa érrawvodvTes Kab TA Kaka 
amayopevovres: Ta 8 Epya tav Oedv avTay Tapdvopa* tapa- 
A 9 a 
15 vouot apa ot Geol avray, Kai &voyot mravtes Gavatouv Kal aceBeis 
\ 
of rovovTous Oeovs Trapetcayovtes. eb pev yap pvOtKal ai crept 
9 a“ e , »Q/ 9 9 A 4 / > 5 
auvTay icropiat, ovdév elow ef 7) povoy Adyot* ef 5é duarxal, 
oux te Oeoi eiow of tadra toincaytes nal maGovres: ei Sé 
adAnyoptKal, p000i eiot Kal ovK AdAo TL. 
252 XIV. “Amodédexra: tolvuyv, @ Bactred, Tradta wavta ta 
moAvOca ceBacuata mravns Epya Kal amwdeias vrrapyerv. 
9 A \ \ 3 / ¢ A \ \ ¢ A ? ‘ 
ov xpn yap Beovs ovopafey oparots Kal pn opavtas’ adda 
Tov aopatov Kal wavra opevta Kal wavra Snpovpynocavra 
def Oeov cwéBec Bar. 
25 “EndOwpev odv, © RBacired, nat él rovs "lovdaious, Sas 
a a A \ 
iSwpev th ppovodct Kal avtol rept Oeov. odTot yap, Tod ‘ABpady \_ 
évres amrdyovot Kat ‘loaak xal “laxoB, rapexnoav eis Aiyurrov’ 
> A 9 , b) \ € \ b] \ A 4 b] 
éxetOev dé éEnyayev avtovs o Geos ev yelpl Kpatata Kat ép 
/ € A , A , > A 
Bpayiou wpnr@ dia Mocéws rod vopobéTou avtTav, Kai Tépact 
30 ToAAois Kal onpelois eyvwpicey avTois THY éavTod Suva. 


1 bwetpxev ox M dudxnvy M 2 ef] Ol M(O rubr.) ol] supra 
lin. e pri. manu M 4 Kxakxoroal PW? 5 gavepiy W om. éoriy 
MW 7 81] + xal ol coniecit Bois 9 «mdvrws) wrayres W om. 
elot W* 10 gappaxtas P Bois 11 adpcevoxorelas M 14 el rd Epya 
d¢ M 15 dpa] +xal P 17,18 om. el uy—Oeol elow M 18 rafra] 
Troaira M 20 amodddexra: cum preced. W 21 twrdpye W? 22 yap] 
oty Bois 23 wdyra épévra Kal wayra] rayra dpévra xal wavras P; wavras 
Bois 24 ofBecOa Oedv Bois 26, 27 dvres rod aBpadp P 27 


om, xai (prior) P loadx] +re P Bois 
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GAA, ayvopoves Kal avtol davévres Kal ayapiorol, ToANAKS 
éXarpevoay Tois Tav COvav ccBacpact, Kab TOUS aTrecTAadpévous 
mpos avtovs mpopytas Kal Sixaiovs améxrewav. eita ws evd6- 
Knoev 6 vios ToD Oeod eAOeiy el THs yHs, E“TapoLWNaarTes Eis 
> \ 4 4 na ec s a ¢ 4 A 
avtov mpoédwxay IiunaT@ 7 tryEHOve Tey Popaiwov Kal cravpe § 
bf ? A 
karedixacav, pn aiderBévres ras evepyerias avtov, Kal Ta 
avapiOunta Oavpara airep év avrois eipyacato: Kal amaXovTo 
aa 77 idia trapavopia. céBovrar yap Kal viv tov Oedv povov 
jWavrokpatopa, GAN ov Kat émriyvwow* Tov yap yptoTov 
apvovvrat Tov viov Tov Oeod, nal eiot Tapdpovos Tov Ovary, Kav 10 
éyyifew mas TH adnOeia Soxdow, hs Eavtovs éudxpuvav. Taira 
wept ray ‘lovdaiwv. 
A XV. Of 88 ypicriavol yeveadroyoivrat ato Tod Kupiov Inaod 
Xpiorod. ovros 58 6 vids tod Oeod tod whriotov oporoyeirar ev 
U e a > 9 3 A \ 5 A \ U “a 6 
mvevpatt ayim am’ ovpavod xataBas Sia tTHv owrnpiavy Tay 253 
avOpwrwv: Kab éx rapOévov aylas yevvnbels, domdpws Te Kat 
agdOdpws, capxa avédaBe, kal avedhavn avOpero:s, brrws ex TIS 
NX roAvOéouv wAavns avTovs avaKadécnta. Kal Tedécas Tv 
Gavpactny avtod oixovopiay, Sia oravpod Oavarouv éyevoaro 
éxovoia BovAn Kat oikovopmiav iAnv: pera Sé rpeis Hue 
2  KaT oikovoulay peyadnv> pera Sé tpeis uépas 20 
9 / \ 2 b \ > A A \ 4 a 
aveBiw Kai eis ovpavovs avnrOev. ov TO KOS THS Tapovaias 
9 (el 3 9 a lA 9 A € A 
ée THS Tap avTois KaXoupévns evaryyedians aylas ypadys éEeorl 
cot yvavat, Baoired, éav évtvyns. ovdTos SwWdexa aye pabntas, 
\ \ 3 ? a. > A Yea 9 \ 9 , 
ot wera Thy év ovpavois avodov avTov é—nNOov eis Tas émrapxias 
a 9 , 20 / \ > / ? U 
THS oixoupevys, cal edidakay Thy exelvou peyadkwovvynv’ Kabarrep 25 
els €€ avrav tas Kal’ nuds TmrepinrOe yopas, TO Soypa KnpiTrov 
THS aGdnOeias. Oey ot eicéte StaxovodytTes TH Sixavocvyvn rod 
KnpvypLaros avT@Y KaNodYTAaL yptoTLavol, 
AS = Ka? of t0f eiow of iép mavta Ta Ovn Tis yijs evpdvTes THY 
adnbeav> yuwwoKkovet yap Tov Oeov Ktiotny Kal Snptoupydv 30 
TaV aTravTwy év vig povoyevel Kal TvEevpatt dyi~, Kal aAXov 


1 dxdporo) &xpyoro Bois 8, 4 nbdwxnoev P 5 om. ro M 
irynuoye P 7 kal) dd P Bois 8 Gedy rov udvov Bois 9 mavro- 
Kparwpa PW* 10 mapdporoe) rapduno M ; wrapavouo. W* ros Over. Bois 
Kay) kat W2 = =11 8oxdow W* 14 om.é6P 17 dédiagpOopws W? 18 


aurovs rAavyns P 19 adroit] +peyadny W Oavarov W 20 peyd- 
Au W 22 om. dylas M 23 om. yavar W roéxns W* foxe 
&ddexa P 25 peyadootyny PW* 29 om. of P 80 Gedy] + clvac 


Ww? 31 povoyevh PW? 
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Geov AV TovTOU Ov céBovTal. EXoVoL Tas évTOAAdS avTOD TOD 
xupiov “Incod Xpuwrod ev tais xapdiats Keyapaypévas, Kat 
Tavtas duNaTTovet, TpocdoKnavres avdotaciv vexpav Kai Conv 
A > 
Tov péAXovTos aidvos. ov poLyevovatY, OU TopyEvoVaLY, OU 
A b) 3 0 A \ 3 / A é 
5 Yrevdopaptupovow, ovx ertOupodot Ta addOTpLa, TLL@OL TraTépa 
\ 4 \ / P05 , 4 > 
kal pntépa, Kal rovs wAnclov dirovor, Sixata xpivovow, dca ov 
Oérxovcw avtois yiverOat érépm ov Trovodat, Tos adiKxobyTas 
avrovs Tapaxadovor Kal mpoodircis avrovs éavTois trotodet, 
Tovs éyOpovs evepyetety otrovdalovat, mpacis etal Kai émvecnets, 
254 ard macns auvovoias avépou nat amo maons axabapcias 
3 A A 
éyxpaTevovTal, ynpav ovxX virepopaa.y, Gppavoy ov AuTrovow’ 
6 éywv TO wy ExovTe averripOovas emuyopnyel’ FEévov éav 
b a) 
wou, vid oTéynv eladyoval, Kal yalpovow én’ avT@ ws 
A 9 a 3 
él adedh@ adnOiv@ ov yap Kata adapxa abdergovs éavTovs 
15 Kadovow, GAAd Kata wWuynv. Eromot eiow vrép Xpiotod 
Tas wuyds avtoyv mpoécOar: ta ydp mpoctaynata avTod 
“A ¢ A 
acgaras gvAatTovow, ociws Kal Sicaiws Cdvtes, Kxabds 
KUptos 6 Deds avrois wpocétagkey, evyaptotobyres a’T@ KaTa 
wacav @®pav év wavtt Bpwpatt nal worm Kal Tots Rowtrois 
20 aryaois. 
XVI. “Ovras ovv abtn éativ 7 680s THs ddXnOelas, HTLs TOds 
Odevovtas avTnv eis THv aldviov yerpaywyet Bactdeiav, THY 
9 , N a 3 a , a , & 
emnyyerpevny trapa Xpiotov ev tH pedrpovon Cwy. Kal wa 
yvas, Bacived, OTs ovK am’ euavtod Ttadta Neyo, Tais ypadais 
3 , A a ¢€ , 3 ” a 9 / 
25 éyxurpas THY yploTiavaV evpnoets ovdev Ew THS adnOeias pe 
éyeur. 
ee ? A 
Kavos ovy cuvixev o vids cov, kal Sixaiws édday0n Tod 
Aatpevey CwovTe Oe@ Kai cwOfvar cis Tov pédAXOVTA érrépyec Oat 
aiava. peydka yap kab Oavpacta ta ime TeV ypioTLavaV 
Ld \ / > \ 9 / es A 
30 Neyoueva Kal mpatTopeva* ov yap avOpwrev pnuata ANaNovow, 
ara ta tov Geod. ta dé otra €Ovn TAaVeYTAL, Kal TAAVAOCLY 


1 rotrov] atrot W 2 éyxexapaypévas P 5 tay dddorpluy M 
6, 7 atrois od Béd\ovo. W 7 mootor]) + xal P 8 adrovs (prior.)] 
avrots W om. éavrots W 9 om. elol W 12 agdovws P Bois 
13 avrg] adtrois W? 14 éavrovs ddekgpods W 15 yuxiy] rveipua Ve, 
Bois; animam lat 16 atréy) davrav W 18 om. 6 6cos W 19 org] 
adpart M 22 xetparyurye?)] + ovpavav W? 27 éd:daxOnv W om. 


rou Bois 28 awlijvat] ovvOetvar W? 31 om. ra (prior.) P 
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éavrovs: odevovres yap €v oxoTEs TpocpHnocovTas EauTOIsS ws 
peOvovres. 
XVII. “Ews dde 6 wpds vé pou Noyos, Bactred, 6 bro TIS 
em adnfelas dv rH volt pou virayopevOels. 516 tavodcbwoay oi 
wate avéntol cov cogol paratoNoyobvres Kara Tov Kuplov: cupdéper 5 

yap wiv Oedy xriotny céBecOat xal ra adOapra avrov 255 
évorl¥ecOat piyara, Wa, xpiow éxpvyovres Kal tipwpias, Cons 
avonreOpou Sey Gelnre KAnpovopor. 


1 wpocphocovres P 6 tu» W ddOapra] d¢pacra W 7 Teyw- 
plas] MPW?; tormenta lat; ripwplavy W* Bois 8 avoddbpov M 


INDEX 


déBeXrepwrepos 107, 15 

‘ABpadp 109, 26 

dyd\uara 101, 20; 108, 17; ay. vexpd 
101, 16; 103, 31 

ayuucov 110, 1 

"Ayxiens 106, 30 

ddeXdoxrévos 104, 7; 107, 28 

“Adne 107, 1 

ddidppnxros 108, 29 

dduvarety wept 101, 13 

"Adwvs 106, 81; 107, 2, 5 

aerés worshipped 108, 7 

Alyérrios 100, 21; 107, 15; 108, 2, 15, 
24 

Alyurros 109, 27 

at\ovpos worshipped 108, 8 

alypadwola mexpal 104, 20 

dxayda worshipped 108, 10 

ad\AdooerGar 102, 21 

a&\yopixés 109, 19 

d\Andoxrovla 109, 10 

&\docodv 101, 24, 26; 102, 20 

"Audlwy 105, 9 

dvaBioty 110, 21 

dvayxata 104, 25 

dvdyxnv, card 100, 4; 101, 19, 29; 102, 
1, 6; 103, 7, 15, 21 

dvalcOnros 108, 18 

dvahapBdveyv, cdpxa 110, 17 

dvaddolwros 101, 25 

dvapxos 100, 8 

dvdoracis vexpav 111, 8 

dvdpoBarns 105, 16 

dverthObyws 111, 12 

dvodos, 4 év otpavois 110, 24 

dvéunua 104, 5 
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dyritauBaverOar éavrod 107, 27 
’"Avriérn 105, 7 

dywhéOpou gwis 112, 8 
dvwped}s 101, 16 

déparos 101, 25; 109, 23 
awapalryros 102, 6 
dwroBa\\ecOa, mid. 108, 28 
améyovos 109, 27 

aréxoros 105, 1 

"Arébdd\wy 105, 9; 106, 19 
aworeNe Opn Kal xeudvas 102, 4 
dmrpocdejs 100, 9 

"Apns 106, 3, 30 

dppevowavys 105, 14 
dpcevoxorria 109, 11 

“Apreums 105, 10; 106, 24 
dpxatws 107, 21 

apx7yés 101, 1 

*AokAnmeés 105, 25; 106, 1 
domls worshipped 108, 9 
dowébpws re kal dpOdpws 110, 16 
arixnua 108, 1 
avroxparea, 103, 12 

ddopuh 107, 12 

’"Adpodirn 104, 26; 106, 5, 29 
dgpootvn 107, 3 

axapioros 110, 1 


.xpnoros 102, 11 


Bialws 107, 6 

BiBpdoxecOar 108, 12 

Bio8avaros 107, 8 

Bracra Vv. pura 

Bonde 107, 7, 26; éavrg~ 106, 2, 17; 
a&dAos 106, 2, 17 ; 

Bupros 107, 24 
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Tavupydns 105, 13 

vyeut{cecOa: 102, 15 

yevearoyetoda: 110, 13 

ypapis elayyedxns aylas 110, 22; al 
yp. Trav xp. 111, 24 , 

yoy worshipped 108, 7 


Aavdn 105, 6 

déoysos, of a god 106, 1; 106, 7 

Snpsoupyety 109, 23 | 

Snumovpyés 104, 5; 108, 19; of God 
110, 30 

Staxovety Ty Stxatoovvy 110, 27 

Staxdopunots 100, 3 

dtaxparety 100, 5, 6, 7, 8 

diaornua 102, 2 

Siagwrla 108, 30 

Avévucos 105, 8; 106, 8, 11 

dioptccerOas 102, 15 

doyua, 7d THs ddnOelas 110, 26 

dovrevev, Of wind 103, 1; of gods 104, 
10 

Spaxwy worshipped 108, 9 

Spamrérns, of a god: 106, 13 


éyyliev 79 ddnOelg 110, 11 

éyxtrrew rats ypapats 111, 25 

elS5wrov 108, 18 | 

éxovolg Bovdy 110, 20 

éxrirwpa 101, 8 

é\drrwua 100, 10; 1038, 25 

‘EXévn 105, 10 

"EdAnves 100, 21; 104, 1, 2, 18; 107, 
10, 17; 108, 16, 24; 109, 7 

éumapowety 110, 4 

Eurdacrpov 106, 26 

évdefs 106, 23 

évruyxaverv, ypady 110, 23 

Evvdpos 107, 19 

tywors 108, 29 

évwriterOac 112, 7 

érapxla: Tijs olkoupévns 110, 24 

téravdlda 106, 21 

érevdefs 105, 20, 27; 106, 22 

éxlyvwow, xard 110, 9 

émeecxhs 111, 9 


éxiOuunrhs 108, 24; 105, 22; 106, 4, 6 


émixecmévou atrg Oavdrw 103, 27 


INDEX OF GREEK WORDS. 


émirpdevpa, 104, 18 

émtxopyyery 111, 12 ; 

Epyov Geo 102, 8, 17, 23, 29; 103, 5, 
18, 19, 28 

épunveuThs Adyww 105, 24 . 

‘Epps 105, 22 

"Epws 106, 6 

evayyeXucijs aylas ypadjs 110, 22 

evdoxety 110, 3 

evepyecla 110, 6 

edmopey 107, 29 

Evpdérn 105, 6 

e’xapiorety 111, 18 


Zets 104, 25, 27; 105, 3, 28 

Z700s 105, 9 

mrwrjs 108, 24; 104, 6; 106, 3, 19, 
23 


“Hpaxdjjs 105, 9; 106, 14 ' 
“Hpatoros 105, 18; 106, 6 


Oeoroteto Oar 108, 31; 108, 17 
Ojxn 102, 16 

Opéupara 106, 4 

Oupavrixds 104, 7 

dvola 100, 11 


TaxwB 109, 27 

lépag worshipped 108, 7 

"Inoots 110, 12; 111, 2 

"Tovdatoe 100, 19; 109, 25; 110, 12 
*Ioadx 109, 27 

*Iois 107, 21, 28, 26, 29 

loropla 109, 17 


kaxoroety 109, 2 

Kaxomoiéds 109, 4 

Kdorwp 105, 10 

karaducatew 110, 6 

karaxalecOac 106, 17 

KaraxupreverOa: 102, 10, 19, 25 

karapualyey 107, 13 

karamaretabac 102, 14 

kepavvotcGa: 104, 9; 105, 27; 106, 1; 
109, 3 

Kipuypa 110, 28 

xiBapwobs 106, 23 
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kdéos ris wapovolas 110, 21 
Ko\oBotdcba 108, 20 

xépaé worshipped 108, 6 

xécpuos (emph.) 101, 30; x. odpdvos 102, 7 
xpoxédecXos worshipped 108, 7 

Kpéuvoy worshipped 108, 10 

Kpévos 104, 23 

kuvrryés 106, 24, 27; 107, 5, 8 

xuwy worshipped 108, 8 


Aaxedaluwy 105, 28 
Ajéa 105, 7 
Avxos worshipped 108, 8 


pdyos 105, 23 

Kaxpivew éauréy 110, 11 
paracoroyery 112, & 
bLeyahwoavvn 110, 26 

MeOvew 106, 14; 112, 2 
HéOvcos, of a god 106, 12, 16 
pecotcOa 103, 18 

pepiouds 103, 10 

perayuryh 103, 2 
erapérecOac 103, 25 
Herapoppovcba 104, 11; 105, 4, 5 
beréxew ris ddnOelas 100, 16; 101, 3 
plunors 105, 16 

Miyws 105, 11 

pLodvver Bae 102, 22 

povoyevhs, vids 110, 31 
Hbéppwua 101, 7 

ubcxos worshipped 108, 6 
Modoa 105, 12 

HuGever Gar 104, 26 

KuOcxds 109, 16 

HvA0s 109, 19 

Mwojs 109, 29 


vonobérns 109, 29 
vuxrepival éopral 106, 8 


ddevev 111, 22; 65. é&y oxére: 112, 1 
650s THs aGdnOelas 111, 21 
olxovoula 110, 19, 20 
olxoupévn 110, 25 
dpodoyetoPar 110, 14 
dpyldos 103, 24; 104, 6 
éppayés 111, 11 


115 


"Ootps 107, 22, 24, 27 


dolws cat dixalws 111, 17 
barpaxoy 102, 12 


waraoicGar 108, 20 

wdvdevos 104, 16 

wayrodarés 102, 27; 104, 5 

waytoxparwp 110, 9 

wapdyecOa, éx Tov wh dvros 101, at 

wapaxadew, rovs ddcxoivras 111, 8 

wapecdyew 104, 3, 13, 22, 28; 105, 8, 
5, 12, 18, 22, 26; 106, 38, 8, 14, 19, 
24; 107, 3, 5, 10, 18; 108, 4,16; 109, 16 

mwap0évos ayia 110, 16 

wapotxety 109, 27 

wapdpoos 110, 10 

mapovola 110, 21 

mwarpoxrévos 104, 7; 105, 16 

mwedekovc@a 108, 19 

Ilepoevs 105, 10 

Ilepoepévn 107, 2 

wl@yxos worshipped 108, 9 

IIeAGros 110, 5 

wdavay 111, 31; wravdobau 101, 28; 

_ 102, 9, 18, 24, 30; 103, 6, 14, 20; 107, 
16; 111, 31; wAavacdat driow 101, 5; 
103, 29; wAdynv wravdodu 101, 15; 
103, 29; 108, 15 

wheovéxrns 105, 23 

mdvots 102, 22 

mvevna Gyov 110, 15, 31 

wvon, avéuwy 102, 80; 103, & 

mwolnua 108, 25 

wownths 108, 23 

mwodenor}s 106, 3, 7 

TloAvdevxns 105, 10 

wodvGeos 109, 21; 110, 18 

modunepys 108, 28 

mroduvwvunos 101, 2 

mpltecdac 108, 19 

mpéBarov worshipped 108, & 

mpoéoba, Wuxjv 111, 16 

mwpdvoa, 100, 1; 108, 23 

mpocdeduevos avOpwrwv 105, 21 

wpockuvnors 101, 2 

wpockuynrys 100, 19 

mpocphocecOa éavrois 112, 1 

mpoorayua 101, 24; 111, 16 

8—2 
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mpocpirets moety 111, 8 


wpopjrns 110, 3 
wupdvaBov 105, 19 


‘PaddparOus 105, 11 
‘Péa 104, 24 
péuBeoOa. 106, 25, 28 
pvecOar éavrdv 107, 29 
‘Pwyato: 110, 5 


Laprnddv 105, 11 

odpxa avé\aBe 110, 17 

odrupos 105, 7 

ceBdgecGac 108, 5 

o¢Bacua 107, 17; 108, 3; 109, 21; 110, 2 

Zeuéry 105, 8 

onueiovy, of the zodiac 102, 3 bis; 103, 
8 bis, 16 bis; répacc cal o. 109, 30 

ofwec@at 108, 14 

owrexd 103, 3 

oxdpodov worshipped 108, 10 

omovdy 100, 12 

oravpés 110, 5, 19 

oréyn 111, 13 

oraxetoy 101, 6, 9, 18, 19, 20, 22, 27; 
103, 26, 30 

ovyypagy 108, 25 

ovykAelew 101, 10 

ouvyxomdyn 103, 3 

auvryopos 104, 15 

atvOects éumddorpwv 105, 26 

suvovola dvonos 111, 10 

Zupla 107, 24 

opdrrecba 108, 13 

opipa 105, 19 


radarwpla 107, 7 
radalrwpos 108, 11 
Tdprapos 104, 27 
rexvoxrovos 106, 16 
tnpey 101, 11, 12 bis 
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Tiraves 106, 11 

tpdyos worshipped 108, 5 

Tpopys, xaprv 105, 20, 27 

Tuvddpews 105, 28 

Tudav 107, 28, 26, 27, 28 


UBpliecOar, thy yiv 102, 10 
ulds rod Geod 110, 4, 10, 14; povoyerys ov. 
110, 31 


gawdpueva 100, 12 

gpapérpa 106, 20, 25 

~Oapres 101, 18, 19, 23; 103, 30 
POelpecPar 102, 13, 20, 27; 103, 25 
g~iddcopos 101, 17; 108, 24 
gupécGar 102, 11 

gvoixos 109, 17 

gvowroyla 109, 6 

gura kal Bracrd 103, 9; 107, 19 
gworjpes 101, 9; 102, 2 


Xaddatoe 100, 21; 101, 5, 15; 103, 29; 
104, 3; 107, 17; 108, 16, 24 

xapdocerOar év rais xapdlas 111, 2 

xaplfoua 101, 14 ) 

xXetpaywyew 111, 22 

xepoatos 107, 18 

xnpa 111,11 

xotpos worshipped 108, 6 

xpnow, els 102, 17, 19, 25; 108, 9, 17 

Xporcavol 100, 19; 110, 18, 28; 111, 
25, 29 

Xpiords 110, 9, 14; 111, 2, 15, 23 

xpapa 102, 21 

xwveverPar 108, 21 

xwpe 100, 14 


Wevdouaprupety 111, 5 


“Qpos 107, 28, 25, 29 
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Ambrose ; Hypomnemata, 71 ff. 

Anima, De; Syriac MS. of, 5 

Antoninus Pius; his journeys to the 
Kast, 16 f. 

Aphrodite, cult of, 60 f. 

Apology of Aristides ; discovery of Syriac 
Version, 3; description of M8., 3 ff. ; 
discussion of title, 7 ff.,52, 75; con- 
tains traces of a Creed, 13, 23 ff.; 
possible existence of original Greek, 
18 f.; transl. of Armenian fragment, 
27 ff.; transl. of Syriac Version, 35 ff. ; 
notes on, 52 ff.; remains of original 
Greek, 67 ff. ; how far modified, 70 f.; 
criticism of Syriac Version, 71 ff.; its 
comparative faithfulness, 80, 90; the 
Apology and the Canon, 82 ff.; its use 
of the Two Ways, 84 ff.; and of the 
Preaching of Peter, 86 ff.; possibly 
used by Celsus, 19 ff., 98; text of 
the Greek, 100 ff. 

Aristides ; our previous knowledge of, 1, 
18; Eusebian account of, 6 ff.; to 
whom he presented his Apology, 7 ff. ; 
52, 75 

Armenian fragment of the Apology ; 
previous criticisms of, 2; whether 
translated from the Greek, 26, 74 ff. ; 
Latin transl. of, 27 ff.; English transl. 
of, 30 ff.; compared with Syriac and 
Greek, 76 ff. ; other fragments, 33 f. 


Barlaam and Josaphat; embodies our 
Apology, 67; outlineof the story, 68ff.; 
condition of Greek text, 80 ff.; MSS. 
used for the text of the Apology, 81 f. 


Bezae, Codex; parallel quoted from, 86 


Canon; bearing of the Apology on, 82 ff. 

Celsus ; possibly used the Apology, 19; 
points in common with it, 20 ff.; 
possibly used the Preaching of Peter, 
98 f. 

Cephas, Bar; quotation from the Hex- 
agemeron of, 53 

Christians; a third race, 70, 77, 88, 90 

Christology of Aristides; the term Theo- 
tokos, 2, 8, 79; discussion of main 
passage, 78 f. 

Chrysostom; Syriac MS. of Hom. in 
Matth., 6 
Creed ; known to Aristides in some form, 

13 ff., 23 ff. 
Crucifixion ; attributed to the Jews, 14, 
55 f., 84 


Didaché ; parallels with the Apology, 
63; the Two Ways used by Aristides, 
84 ff.; relation of Didaché and Bar- 
nabas to the Two Ways, 86 f. 

Diognetus, Epistle to; Doulcet’s theory 
criticised, 54, 64; used the Preaching 
of Peter, 95 ff. 

Division of mankind into three races, 70, 
77, 90 


Eusebius ; on the date of Aristides, 6, 
9; on Quadratus, 10 f. 


Fasting; Hermas and Aristides com- 
pared, 15 
Fathers ; Syriac Lives of, 4 
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Gentiles, Oratio ad; see Hypomnemata 
Golden Rule; negative form of, 62, 86 
Gospels; referred: to by Aristides, 82 


Hermits ; Syriac Lives of Egyptian, 4 
Hypomnemata of Ambrose; Syriac com- 
pared with Greek, 71 ff. 


John; Acts of, 14 f. 

John the Solitary ; Syriac MS. of, 5 

Justin Martyr; parallels with our Apo- 
logy, 53 ff. 


Lucius (Lucianus); Syriac MS. of, 5 


Magdalen College, Oxford; MS. of B. 
and J., 81 f. 

Margoliouth, Prof.; criticism of emen- 
dation by, 58 


Nilus; Syriac MS. of, 4 


Paradisi Liber; Syriac MS. of, 4 

Pembroke College, Cambridge; MS. of 
B. and J., 82 

Peter, Preaching of; used by Aristides, 
86 ff.; the fragments collected, 87 ff. ; 
attempt at its reconstruction, 91, 93 f., 
97 f.; used in Acts of Thomas, 91; 
and in Sibylline Books, 91 ff.; and in 


INDEX OF SUBJECT MATTER. 


Ep. to Diognetus, 95 ff.; and possibly 
by Celsus, 98 f. 

Philosophers, Sayings of ; Syriac MS. of, 
5 

Plutarch; Syriac MSS. of, 4 f. 

Pythagoras, Syriac MS. of, & 


Quadratus; his Apology, 2; Eusebian 
account of, 6 ff.; whether bishop of 
Athens, 11 ff. 


Sibylline Books; used the Preaching of 
Peter, 91 fff. 

Syriac Version of the Apology; its dis- 
covery, 3; description of MS., 3 ff.; 
English translation, 35 ff.; notes on, 
52 ff.; compared with Armenian frag- 
ment and with Greek, 71 ff.; its 
comparative faithfulness, 80, 94 


Teaching of the Apostles ; see Didaché 

Theano ; Syriac MS. of, 5 

Thomas, Acts of; used the Preaching of 
Peter, 91 

Two Ways; see Didaché 


Virgin Mary; the term Theotokos, 2, 3, 
79; the Panthera story, 25 


Wisbech ; MS. of B. and J., 81 
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PREFACE. 


HE recent discovery of a Greek text has awakened a fresh 

interest in the most beautiful of all the records of Christian 
Martyrdom. The occurrence of Greek words in the familiar Latin 
document had previously led some scholars to suspect that it 
might be a translation from the Greek. This may help to account 
for the hasty welcome which has been accorded to the theory that 
the newly found Greek text is the veritable original. This view 
moreover found some support in the parallel theory of Aubé that 
Usener’s discovery of the, still earlier Scillitan Martyrdom in a 
Greek dress gave us another Greek original for a record hitherto 
known to us only through somewhat amplified Latin recensions. 

In the poverty of our knowledge as to the beginnings of the 
African Church any new information must be eagerly welcomed. 
But it must first be tested by critical processes before it can be 
added to the scanty materials of history. The present study is an 
attempt at such criticism. The result, unless I am mistaken, 1s 
that both theories alike break down. The beautiful Latin of 
S. Perpetua’s Martyrdom holds its own against its clumsy rival : 
and I have endeavoured by the aid of the MSS. to present it in a 
more satisfactory form. I have been fortunate in finding the 
original Latin of the Scillitan Martyrdom; and I edit accordingly 
for the first time what may perhaps claim to be the earliest 
consecutive piece of Christian Latin which has been preserved 
to us. 

The important problem of the language commonly used in the 
earliest Churches of the West receives, I believe, some new light 
from the observations which I have made in an additional note, in 
which I have adduced evidence to prove that the Churches of 
Vienne and Lyons were better acquainted with a Latin Version 
than with the original Greek of the New Testament. The famous 
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Letter which describes their sufferings was addressed to an Eastern 
Church and was therefore written in Greek: but the Scriptural 
quotations and allusions which it contains point to a process of 
extemporaneous retranslation from a Latin Version which betrays 
affinities with what is known as the African Old Latin. 

Several other matters of interest have come out in the course 
of the study of these problems. Two sources from which the 
Carthaginian Martyrs unconsciously drew the materials of their 
Visions appear to be the Shepherd of Hermas and the Apocalypse 
of Peter. These two books may accordingly be added provisionally 
to the early Latin Bible of the West. I have moreover been led 
to the belief that we owe the record of the Martyrs’ sufferings to 
no less powerful a writer than Tertullian himself. 

The present Study was accepted by the Professors of Divinity 
as a Dissertation for the Degree of B.D. I owe it to the courtesy 
of the Regius Professor that I have been allowed to make some 
small additions previous to its publication. 

To edit the Passion of S. Perpetua with the fulness which is 
called for by the many questions of history, of doctrine and of 
Latinity which it involves, would demand a large volume. I can 
only offer a short study, of the incompleteness of which I am pain- 
fully aware: but I hope that I have done something towards a 
purer text and a better understanding of a document which few 
students of Latin can fail to appreciate and no one can read without 
emotion. : 


Curist’s COLLEGE, 
S. Peter’s Day, 1891. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


THE Martyrdom of S. Perpetua and her companions has come 
down to us without a title and without the name of its author; 
and moreover, if we except certain incidental allusions, with no 
indication either of its locality or of its date. These untoward 
circumstances have exercised, as we shall see, a strange influence 
upon its literary history; and in only one manuscript has it sur- 
vived even approximately intact in its original form. This copy 
was discovered by L. Holsten in the Benedictine Monastery of 
Monte Cassino. He transcribed it for the press, but did not live 
to edit it. His work was subsequently taken up by P. Poussin, | 
who published it at Rome in 1663, adding to Holsten’s valuable 
notes others scarcely less important of his own. In the following 
year it was reprinted at Paris by H. de Valois, who prefixed a 
preface in which he discussed the locality and date of the martyr- 
dom and contended that the collector of the Visions was a Monta- 
nist. It was next reprinted by the Bollandists in 1668, with a few 
additional annotations, but no fresh recension of the text. It was 
again edited at Oxford in 1680, in a duodecimo volume, at the 
end of Lactantius De Mortibus Persecutorum, with a few additional 
notes and some variants from a MS. called Codex Sarisburiensis. 
Ruinart in his Acta Sincera endeavoured to improve the text by 
the aid of two imperfect MSS. (Salisburgensis and Compen- 
diensis): but his emendations were for the most part infelicitous, 
and his list of variants was both incorrect and incomplete. 
So that up to the present time the editio princeps has remained 
the best authority for the text. In the spring of the year 
1889 Prof. Rendel Harris discovered a complete Greek text of the 
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Martyrdom in the library of the Convent of the Holy Sepulchre 
at Jerusalem. This was published by him, in conjunction with 
Prof. Seth K. Gifford of Haverford College, Pennsylvania, in 
1890 at the Cambridge University Press, with an introduction 
and short notes. At the same time he reprinted Ruinart’s Latin 
text with a few emendations suggested by the Greek. In the present 
edition I have given a fresh recension of the Latin text from the 
manuscripts: and I have discussed the relation of the Greek to 
the Latin text, and also to the shorter Latin Acts. I have also 
ventured upon the question of the authorship of the Visions 
themselves and of the framework in which they are preserved. 
Besides this, I believe that I have been able to point out some 
sources, hitherto unrecognised, from which what may be called the 
raw material of the Visions has been largely drawn; and I have 
added some notes and illustrations which I trust will throw 
light on several obscure passages in the text. My interest in the 
subject has been stirred by Mr Harris’s book, to which, as well 
as to his subsequent suggestions, I desire at the outset to acknow- 
ledge my indebtedness, 


The Relation between the Latin and Greek Texts. 


The MS. discovered by Mr Rendel Harris is thus described by 
him: “The Greek text is taken from a MS. in the library of the 
Convent of the Holy Sepulchre (Cod. S, Sep. 1). The MS. con- 
tains Biou cal waptupias for the month of February. It is labelled 
with the name of Symeon Metaphrastes, but inasmuch as the 
writing is of the tenth century at least the title must not be 
taken literally. Among the interesting matters in this Codex 
will be found on p. 136 the martyrdom of Polycarp (i.e. the letter 
of the Smyrneans). On pp. 144—173 the life of Porphyry of 
Gaza. On p. 173 Hippolytus, De Christo et Antichristo. The 
martyrdom of Perpetua will be found on p. 41 of the MS."” 

The first question which calls for an answer is the relation of 
this Greek text to the Latin with which scholars have been fami- 
liar for the last two centuries. Are we to regard the Greek as a 


1 Acts of Perpetua and Felicitas, p. 36. 
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translation of the Latin, or vice versd? The discoverer of the 
Greek form has endeavoured to prove that it is the original, and 
that the Latin is a translation made half a century later. Such a 
conclusion is very startling: for we naturally expect that the 
martyrdoms of a Latin Church will be chronicled in the Latin 
tongue’. 

The evidence in a question of this kind may conveniently be 
considered under three main heads. First, a translation, being 
obviously intended for foreign readers, will often introduce expla- 
natory phrases which would have been superfluous to the persons 
for whom the original was intended; while, on the other hand, it 
will sometimes suppress details which are troublesome to trans- 
late or do not readily lend themselves to explanation. Secondly, 
the translation will generally be weaker and more diffuse than 
the original: and this will be specially the case if the original be 
Latin. Dependent clauses will often be coordinated, and words 
which cannot easily be paralleled will be represented by a double 
or an alternative rendering. Thirdly, when there is a play upon 
words in the original, this will as a rule be lost in the translation: 
and this last indication, if we are fortunate enough to meet with 
it, is perhaps the most conclusive of all. I shall endeavour to give 
illustrations in the present case under each of these heads, to 
support the view that the Latin is the original and the Greek a 
- subsequent translation. If I dismiss the subject somewhat sum- 
marily, it will be in the conviction that almost every topic sub- 
sequently treated of in this Introduction will furnish new proofs 
to substantiate this view. For the convenience of the argument 
I shall from the outset speak of the Latin original, and of the 
Greek version. 


(1) In the introductory chapter we find a difference in person 
between the Latin and the Greek, which is explained at once if we 
suppose that the Latin was written for readers who lived on the 


1 T have now Mr Harris’s authority to say that he has seen reason to change 
his view of the matter, and to regard the Latin as the original. A similar contest 
is being waged over the Greek and Latin forms of the Scillitan Martyrdom; 
where Usener is undoubtedly right, in spite of Aubé’s efforts fo refute him, in 
declaring the Greek to be a translation from an original Latin document. See 
the Appendix at the end of this study. 
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scene, and some of whom had been eye-witnesses of the events 


described. 


Et nos itaque quod audiuimus et 
contrectauimus annuntiamus et uo- 
bis!, fratres et filioli, ut et uos gut 
interfuistis rememoremini gloriae Do- 
mini, et gui nunc cognoscitis per 
auditum communionem habeatis cum 
sanctis martyribus, &c. 


Kal jpeis & jeovcaper kat €wpaxapev 
kat rnadyoaper evayyeAcCopeba vpiv, 
ddedgoi kal réxva, iva kat of cupma- 
povres avapyvnabaacty sons Geov, 
kal of viv &¢ dxons yevooxovres 
Kowaviay xn Te pera TOY dyioy papTv- 
pov, K.T.A. 


This suggests that in the Greek a translator is drawing a line 
of distinction between persons who had been on the spot and only 
needed to be reminded, and others at a distance or at a later time, 
who through his writing would now for the first time have fellow- 
ship with the African martyrs. But the contrast in the Latin is 
between ‘fratres’ and ‘filioli, terms suggested by the ‘filioli’ of 
S. John’s Epistle; that is to say, between the writer's own. gene- 
ration (‘qui interfuistis’) and a younger generation now growing 
up in the Church (‘qui nunc cognoscitis per auditum ’). 

Immediately after this quotation there follows in the Greek 
(c. ii.) a mention of the locality to which the martyrs belonged: ey 
moneu Oovxpitavwy (sic cod.) TH puxporépa. This is entirely absent 
from the Latin: and its absence may be accounted for on the 
ground that such a localising of the martyrdom was superfluous 
for the original readers. Indeed it is open to question whether 
the statement is not altogether false and based on a later misap- 
prehension’. 

In c. v. we read: 


Superuenit autem et de ciuitate 
pater meus, consumptus taedio: et 
ascendit ad me, ut me deiceret. 


Ilapeyévero Sé xat 6 twatnp €k Tis 
mwoAAns amodnpias papawopevos: xat 
dvéBn mpos pe mporpemdpevos pe KaTa- 


Badew. 


1 It is worth while to observe that the omission of the xal before duty is a late 
variant in S. John’s Epistle: and it is hard to believe that an original writer would 
give evdayyedcféucda instead of dwayyéA\ouer, though it might easily come in asa 
rendering of ‘annunciamus.’ Other indications of the later date of the Greek, 
derived from its rendering of quotations, are found in the change of ‘eorum’ into 
judy in c. i. (see note ad loc.), and in AlretaOe kal Ahppecbe (c. xix.), which 
one can scarcely believe possible from an original writer. 

2 See below, pp. 22 ff. 
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The expression é« T7$ TwoAAHS atroonuias! is a reminiscence of 
C. ill, TOTE OALyas NMEépas atrobnunaavToOS avToU, K.T.r., Where Per- 
petua describes her relief at the temporary absence of her father. 
The Latin however does not suggest that he had gone on a journey, 
but merely that he had riot come again to the prison: ‘tunc 
paucis diebus quod caruissem patrem Domino gratias egi, et 
refrigeraui absentia illius’ The exaggeration of the Greek 1s 
apparently the result of an effort to avoid the ambiguity of ‘de 
ciuitate, which however was quite intelligible to those who 
thought of the martyrs as confined at this period in the prison of 
the Proconsular palace, which was on the Byrsa, 200 feet above 
the city. The Forum was down by the sea, and the local touch in 
‘ascendit’ may be illustrated from Appian’s statement that the 
Byrsa was the Acropolis of Carthage, and that in the time of 
Scipio’s siege there were three streets going up to it from the 
Forum? | | . 

In c. x. we read in the Latin ‘ad portam Sanauiuarian, 
(Saneuiuariam BC)’ the Greek has apos wvAnv tnv Neyouev nv 
Cwrixnv. The explanatory phrase betrays the translator. 

Of omission and modifications which are apparently due to a 
desire to shirk a difficult phrase, we may notice the following: 


c. lii. uas hoc iacens, urceolum siue aliud ; oxevos xeipevoy } GAXoO Te TOY 
TOLOUTMD. 

c. xiii, Aspasium presbyterum doctorem ; ’Aomdovov rov mpeoBurepov. 

wbid, et de factionibus certantes ; xal wept adrav iAroverxovrres. 

¢. XV. eX ministris cataractariorum ; ray mapatnpovvrey Umnpetav. 

c. xviii. flagellis eos uexari pro ordine uenatorum postulauit ; paoreyo- 
Onva avrovs €Boncev. 


An indication that the Greek is later than the Latin is found in 
the addition of epithets such as ‘holy’ and ‘blessed.’ These are 
not altogether unknown in the Latin, but the Greek 1s alone 
in introducing them in the following instances: ¢. xvill. ot Gytou 


1 Von Gebhardt in the Deutsche Literaturzeitung for Jan. 24, 1891, ingeniously 
emends the Greek, by the aid of an expression in c. ix, (rj axndlg papavGels), as 
follows: éx ris wodews dw’ dxndlas (or dxndig) wapawopevos. If this were the original 
form of the Greek, the explanation which I have given may serve to account for its 
corruption. 

2 Appian, De rebus Punicis, §1 4 Kapxndoviwy dxpérodks: and § 128 rawr 5’ odcdy 
amo THs ayopas avodwy els adr, K.T.r. 
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nyadXudacOnoav. ¢. xx. Tals pakapias é veawow. Cc. xxi. dia 
TOY ayiwv GwpaTov...Kal ob waKaploe papTupes...é€ml TO waKka- 
pim Oavatm avtav...tév paxapiwv paptipwev. It is incon- 
ceivable that, if these were in the original, a Latin translator 
should have rejected them, A parallel case is found in the later 
Latin recensions and the Greek version of the Scillitan Martyrdom: 
see the Appendix. 

We may next observe the evident desire of the Greek trans- 
lator to minimise the Montanistic allusions to the work of the 
Holy Spirit. Thus at the outset (c. 1.) we have: 


Itaque et nos qui sicut prophetias 
ita et uisiones nouas pariter repromissas 
et agnoscimuset honoramus, ceterasque 


‘Hyeis Sé otrwwes mpodnreias xai 

€ é 4 o .} > a 

Gpdoers xawwas Sexopeba Kal éemeyiva- 
a LY 

okopev kat Tidpev magas ras dvuva- 


uirtutes Spiritus Sancti ad znstru- 
mentum ecclesiae deputamus. 


pess TOU aylov mvevpatos, OS xopnyet 
ry ayia éxxAnoia. 


Here the translator omits ‘ pariter repromissas,’ and gives 7racas 
instead of the Latin ‘ceteras,’ which implied that the prophecies 
and visions were themselves ‘ powers of the Spirit intended for the 
equipment of the Church.’ 

In c. xvi. the beautiful phrase ‘permisit e¢ permittendo uolwit 
Spiritus Sanctus’ appears merely as évérpeev 76 Gyov mvedua. 

But the tendency is most conspicuous in the concluding sen- 
tences of the book, which have been miserably rewritten, so that 
the great moral of the whole, ‘ut nouae quoque uirtutes unum et 
eundem semper Spiritum Sanctum usque adhuc operari testi- 
ficentur,’ is exchanged for a frigid commonplace, 7 zravaperos 


4 
TONTELA TOY LAKaplwV LApTUPWY, K.T.D. 


(2) I shall next quote a few passages in which the superior 
strength and terseness of the Latin seems to support the view that 


it is the original. 


c.ii. Perpetua, honeste nata, liber- 
aliter instituta, matronaliter nupta... 
haec ordinem totum martyrii sui iam 
hinc ipsa narrauit, sicut conscriptum 
manu sua et swo sensu reliquit. 


leprerova, Wris mv yevynbeioa 
evyevas kat rpadeioa moAvred@s 
yapnbciod re é€0xos...47s wacay 
Thy tag rou paprupiou évrevOey dinyy- 
garTo, ds kat TH vol avriis nal ry 
xetp) ouyypavaca xaréduwev ovras 


elzrovca. 
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No one will deny to the Latin in this place a true ring of 
genuineness: but I would call special attention to the phrase 
‘et suo sensu’. The Greek rendering, cal t@ volt adris, is a 
caricature of the somewhat rhetorical phrase of the Latin. 


c. iv. Iam in magna dignatione 
es, tanta ut postules uisionem et 
ostendatur tibi, an passio sit an com- 
meatus. 


"Hén év peyado akidpare vmdpyets 
TrogavrTn ovca os ef aitjoeas omracias 
omraciav AaBors ay eis ro SetxOnvai cor 
eiep dvaBoAny exes 7 mabey péAdets. 


Here ‘ tanta’ is undoubtedly the ablative case: but the trans- 
lator takes it as a nominative, shewing a defective knowledge of 
the Latin language ; such as also appears immediately below, where 
he renders ‘non nisi singuli "as ef 7) povayov éva: and again, 
when ‘ arserunt’ is translated by «pewacOévtas (c. xi.); and ‘fidei- 
commissum’ by «céAevopa (c. xV1.). | 

It would be easy to increase this list almost indefinitely ; but 
I shall content myself with noting a few phrases which speak for 


themselves. 


c. v. Depone animos. 
Ibid. Haec dicebat pater pro sua 


pietate. 

c. vi. Tus gladii acceperat. 

c. vii. Sordido uultu et colore 
pallido. 


ce. x. Efferens uirgam quasi la- 
nista, et ramum uiridem in quo erant 
mala aurea. 


C. XVIil. 
tiam. 

c.xx. Pudoris potius memor quam 
doloris. 


Agnouit iniustitia iusti- 


*AmoOov rovs Oupors. 

Tavra €Xeyev ws matnp Kara THY TOY 
yovéwy evvoray. 

"Efovoiay eiAndes payaipas. 

"EoOira €xovra pumapay: wxpov 17 
xpoq. 

"EBaorafev S€ xat paBdov ws Bpa- 
Bevtns  mpoorarns povopaywv: epepev 
dé xat kradovs xAwpovs Exovras pda 
xXpvaa. 

"Eréyvo 4 adixia ry Stxatorvyny. 


Aidovs pad)ov pynpovevoaga f rove: 
aidoupeyvn pyndapas dpovricaca trav 
dA 8dvor. 


The instances quoted from c. x. and c. xx. are examples of an 
alternative rendering in the Greek. 


1 Cf. Tertull. De Fuga, 9, ‘Denique memor Apocalypsis suae, in qua timidorum 
exitum audierat, de suo sensu admonet et ipse timorem reiciendum: Timor, inquit, 


non est in dilectione.’ 
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(3) In the account of the death of Saturus in c. xxi. we have 
a remarkable instance of a play upon words in the Latin. 


Et statim in fine spectaculi, leo- 
pardo eiecto, de uno morsu tanto 
perfusus est sanguine, ut populus 
reuertenti illi secundi baptismatis 
testimonium reclamauerit: Saluum 
lotum, saluum lotum. plane utique 
saluus erat, qui hoc modo lauerat. 
tunc Pudenti militi inquit: Vale, in- 


Kai evOus év réXer ris Oewpias mdp- 
Baris air@ €BAyOn, Kat év evi Syypare 
Tov aipatos tov dyiov éverAnaOn’ ro- 
govrov aipa éppun, ds AoyioOqvae Bev- 
répou Banricpov papripiov’ KaOos xat 
emeaves 6 OxAos Boway Kat Aéyor" 
Kaldés €Xovca, alas éXovow. Kal pny 
Vytis fy 6 TowvT@ Tporw AEAoUpEVOS. 


T® otTpatidty Tlovdertrs en’ 
‘Yyiatve, xa prnpoveve ticrews xat 
€pov. 


quit, et memor esto fidei meae. TOTE 


Here we may note, first of all, that the translator has got into 
confusion about ‘perfusus, which he seems to interpret of the 
leopard: and, secondly, that he comes dangerously near to the 
absurdity of making the spectators in their coarse jest consciously 
allude to the Second Baptism. ‘Saluum lotum’ is a phrase of 
the baths, to which cards éAovow properly corresponds. But the 
play upon words is lost when xadras éXovow is followed by vss, 
the literal translation of ‘saluus.’ The translator, indeed, seems 
to have been conscious of the loss, and to have endeavoured to 
make some reparation by his grotesque translation of ‘uale’ as 
Ury lauve. 


The examples which I have given above are sufficient to create 
a strong presumption in favour of the originality of the Latin form 
of the document: and I hope that our subsequent investigation 
of the Latin text itself will set the matter beyond dispute. Mean- 
while I would call attention to a curious notice in the Vision 
of Saturus (c. xili.) which confirms this judgment. There it is 
expressly stated that Perpetua talked in Greek with the bishop 
and presbyter outside the heavenly gate. Such a notice is hard 
to explain if the original document was composed in the Greek 
language. But it is perfectly natural if it was written in Latin. 
Thus, conversely, in the Greek letter of the Churches of Vienne 
and Lyons it is thrice stated expressly that a speaker used the 
Latin tongue (Eus. H. £. v. 1, § 20, 44, 52). Indeed it is quite 
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conceivable that Saturus mentioned the fact because he did not 
understand Greek himself. 


But while we cannot admit the priority of the Greek docu- 
ment, we may gladly recognise its general excellence as a trans- 
lation, and look to it for great assistance in the emendation of 
the Latin text. Two instances may here be given of its value 
for this purpose. 


j . 
(1) c.1. quasi repensatione rerum A. 


Here Holsten edited ‘repensitatione, without recording the 
reading of his MS. ‘Repensatio’ could scarcely mean anything 
but ‘repayment.’ The Greek has: ws wapovala trav tpayuatov 
xpo@ue8a, from which Mr Harris at once restored ‘repraesenta- 
tione, although he was unaware of the actual reading of A. The 
error is now seen to be a very simple one, when we remember 
that ‘prae’ would be written with the usual abbreviation. It is 
interesting to observe that this palmary emendation is confirmed 
by a passage in one of 8. Augustine’s Sermons on these martyrs 
(Migne, P. LZ. 38 p. 1281): ‘ Hodiernus dies anniuersaria replica- 
tione nobis in memoriam reuocat, et quodammodo repraesentat 
diem, quo sanctae famulae Dei Perpetua et Felicitas,’ &c. 


(2) An important restoration is in c. xvill. where the replace- 
ment of the lost words ‘ad sanguinem’ after ‘a sanguine’ (azo 
aipatos eis alua) redresses the balance of a sentence which proved 
troublesome to the earlier editors. It 1s somewhat strange that 
the words ‘ad sanguinem’ should have been lost in both the lines 
of the Latin text: but probably this is due to the fact that ‘ad’ 
was written ‘a,’ and then, as the final ‘m’ does not necessarily 
distinguish the accusative from the ablative (for 1t seems to have 
been sounded very lightly if at all in the vulgar Latin, and was 
often wrongly inserted or omitted), there would seem to be a 
dittography of ‘a sanguine,’ and so the loss would be certain. 
‘A’ for ‘ad’ occurs just before in the same sentence, ‘a bestias’ 
AB: so too in c, x. (p. 78, 1. 10) where for ‘ad bestias’ we have 
‘a bestiis’ A, and ‘a bestia’ B. We find the same spelling in 
Codex Bezae; e.g. Acts xvi. 38, ‘ quae dicta sunt a praetores,’ 
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The MSS. of the Passion of S. Perpetua. 


The first edition, that of Holsten, was made solely from a MS. 
which he found in the Benedictine monastery of Monte Cassino. 
It will be convenient to describe this MS. first ; for, although it is 
not the oldest, it 1s the most complete. 


1. CoDEX CAaSINENSIS (A). In the Bubliotheca Casinensis 
(vol. iv. cod. 204) this MS. is described as coming at the end of an 
llth cent. MS. of Cyprian, and being itself written in a 12th 
cent. hand. But at the end of the description of our part of the 
MS., the same Catalogue speaks of it as ‘ quod uidetur xi saeculo,’ 
and this latter judgment coincides with the view of the present 
Archivist, Don Ambrogio Amelli. The opening lines of the 
Martyrdom are given in facsimile opposite p. 164 of the Cata- 
logue. The size of the leaf is 104 inches by 74. Black capitals 
are used at the beginning of sentences, but not for proper names. 
The hand is quite distinct from that of the works of Cyprian, but 
apparently of the same period. According to the present nume- 
ration of leaves the Martyrdom commences on f. 168 r., and ends 
on f. 173 v. There are 32 lines to the page. The Martyrdom 
has no title, but commences at once with the words: Si uetera 
fide1 exempla: this is the only Latin authority for the important 
opening section. The edition of Holsten was a posthumous work, 
and his text is marred by many inaccuracies which a careful 
revision with the aid of the MS. would have removed. I have to 
thank the Benedictine Fathers for their kind hospitality shewn to 
me, when I visited the home of their great founder and collated 
this MS. in September 1890. 


2. CoDEX CoMPENDIENSIS (B). Readings from this MS. were 
used to some extent by Ruinart; but his witness is very incom- 
plete and often inaccurate. In his time the MS. belonged to the 
Abbey of Compiégne. It is now in the Bibliotheque Nationale at 
Paris (fonds latin, 17626). It is assigned to the 10th century. Our 
Passion commences on f. 64 with the words: INCIPIT PASSIO SCAE 
FELICITATIS ET PERPETVAE. Reuocatus et felicitas conserua eius, 
Thus the prefatory section is missing: and, generally speaking, the 
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condition of the textis far inferior to that of the Codex Casinensis. 
But it fills up some serious blanks of that Codex. 


3. CODEX SALISBURGENSIS, or SARISBURIENSIS (C). For this 
MS. I have searched in vain. Ruinart made use of readings 
from it, and speaks of it as ‘ Ecclesiae Salisburgensis, cuius codicis 
uarias lectiones sapientissimi uiri Antoni Faure Theologi Parisien- 
sis et Remensis Ecclesiae Praepositi beneficio accepimus.’ The 
MSS. of the Domkapitel at Salzburg have been dispersed; and 
most of them seem to have gone either to Vienna or to Munich. 
In neither place could I find any trace of this codex, nor was 
it to be found in the Peterstift at Salzburg. 

In the edition of the Martyrdom published at Oxford, without 
name!, in 1680 at the close of Lactantius De Mortibus Perse- 
cutorum, Holsten’s text is used, with corrections and various 
readings from a MS. spoken of as Codex Sarisburiensis. It is 
evident from a comparison of these readings with those given by 
Ruinart that Cod. Sarisburiensis bears the closest relation to Cod. 
Salisburgensis; indeed they are almost certainly one and the same. 
A confusion has arisen between Salisbury and Salzburg: but who 
has made the mistake we cannot say. The catalogue of the 
Cathedral MSS. at Salisbury, made by Mr Maunde Thompson, 
now Librarian of the British Museum, contains no mention of such 
a MS., and Mr H. J. White, who kindly made enquiry for me on 
the spot, can learn nothing of it. At present therefore we have 
to content ourselves with the testimony of the Oxford edition’, 
supplemented by the notices in Ruinart. But, fortunately, these 
suffice to give us a fair conception of the MS., and to shew its close 
relation to Codex Compendiensis. 


Substantial help for the criticism of the text is afforded by the 
Greek Version (g), the description of which by its discoverer, 
Mr Rendel Harris, is given above on p. 2. I am indebted to 
Mr Harris for having collated afresh on my behalf the Greek text 
printed in his edition with his original transcript of the MS. I 
have not however fully recorded its numerous blunders. 


1 There can be no doubt that it was edited by Thomas Spark of Christ Church, 
who reprinted the De Mortibus in his larger edition of Lactantius in 1684, 

2 When the Oxford editor silently departs in his text from the text of Holsten, 
it is generally safe to assume that he is following Cod. Sarisburiensis. 
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The problem of the relation of the various authorities which 
have been enumerated is by no means a simple one. Cod. Casi- 
nensis is linked with the Greek Version by the prefatory section, 
which they alone have preserved: Codd. Compendiensis and 
Salisburgensis on the other hand are linked together by its 
omission. But in the body of the work the two last mentioned 
have many striking points of agreement with the Greek Version 
against Cod. Casinensis. At first sight therefore it might seem 
as though this triple combination (BCg) would be the securest 
foundation for the text: but the single fact, that in c. vil. all 
three omit the name of Geta, may teach us to be cautious in our 
judgment. 

I shall first endeavour to shew the relation of Cod. Salisbur- 
gensis (C), as far as we are able to judge of its readings, to Cod. 
Compendiensis (B): and then enquire into their common relation 
to Cod. Casinensis (A). After this I shall examine the relation of 
the Greek Version (g) to the two lines of Latin testimony which 
will thus have been marked out. 


1. B and C are together in certain obvious errors which are 
not found in A. I have already mentioned the omission of the 
prefatory section. This may have been due to a dislike to its 
Montanistic tendency, or to a desire to shorten the treatise for 
Church purposes; or, again, the MS. from which they were 
copied may have lost its first page. In. iv. (p. 66, 1. 21) they are 
together against A and g in the insertion of ‘Domini’ before ‘Jesu 
Christi’: this is probably an addition made, as so often, for 
liturgical purposes. They are probably wrong again in the same 
chapter (p. 68, 1. 1) in reading ‘ eleuauit,’ as against ‘ eiecit’ A, and 
mpoonveyxey of the Greek. 


More certain errors are the following: 


cx. vp. 76,1. 14, afa] Ag; aqua BC 
c. xi. pp. 78, 1. 15, carne] Ag; carcere BC 
c. xvii. p. 86, 1. 14, iudicii BC; om. Ag 
»  p- 86, 1. 15, omnes] ee multi BC 
c. xix. p. 90, 1.3 3, apro] Ag; aprum BC 
»  p- 90, 1. 5, substrictus] Ag; subreptus B ; subrectus C 
c. xx. p. 90, 1. 10, et reticulis indutae] A (displaced $ in g); om. BC. 
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On the other hand B and C are right when A is wrong in the 
following cases: 


cli, p. 62, 1, 19, Saturninus] BCg; om. A 


c. ili, p. 64, 1. 1, inquam] BCg; inquit A 
c.iv. p. 66, 1. 8, aeream] Cg (auream B); om. A 
5 p. 66, 1. 17, qui(a) ipse nos aedificauerat] BCg ; om. A 
35 p. 68, 1. 4, canum] BCg ; sanum A 
c.1x. p. 74, 1. 20, mouerent] BCg; mouerentur A 
cx.  p. 78, 1. 4, non calcans] BCg; concalcans A 
c. xiii, p. 82, 1. 6, graece] BCg; om. A 
+ p. 82, 1, 11, factionibus] BC ; fatigationibus A; om. g 
c. xvi. p. 86, 1, 4, humanius] BCg; manibus A. 


Hence we may conclude that B and C have acommon ancestor, 
which is independent of A. 


2. The instances already quoted enable us to see that the 
Greek Version cannot have been made either from A or from the 
immediate ancestor of B and C: for it sometimes has a right 
reading with A as against B and C, and sometimes a right 
reading with B and C as against A. We may now proceed to 
enquire with which of these two lines of text it has the closest 
affinities. To do this we must examine the mistakes which it has 
in common with the one or the other. 

I am not aware of any instance in which 1t can be shewn with 
certainty that A and g have the same mistake, while B and C 
have retained the true reading’, On the other hand there are 
many cases in which BCg are wrong together, as against A. Thus 
in c, i. p. 64, 1. 6, we must almost certainly retain ‘ profecto’ A, 
against ‘profectus’ BCg: and inc. iv. p. 66, 1. 7, ‘fidenter’ A, against 
‘fidens’ BC and wiocrews wAnpns ovca g. In this latter chapter 
(p. 66, 1. 13) ‘adtendens ascenderet’ of A is certainly right: Band C 
read ‘ascendens adtenderet,’ and the paraphrase in g seems to 
be due to the attempt to make some sense out of this. Further 
examples may be gathered from the apparatus at the foot of our 
printed text. 


1 An apparent exception to this statement is in c, xix. (p. 90, 1. 6), where B and 
C have a corrupt sentence, not found in A and g, about Pudens feeding the bear, 
I have not taken this into the text, as my theory of the genealogy of the MSS. leads 
me to regard it as a gloss, But possibly it was corrupted at an early date and 
consequently omitted by A and also by the Greek translator. 
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As a rule the readings of C are only preserved to us in cases 
where the editors have supposed them to be preferable to the text 
given by Holsten: so that its more obvious blunders have no 
doubt been passed over in silence. But if we may accept B 
as giving generally the text of the ancestor of B and C, we may 
find many more examples of coincidence in error between that 
ancestor and the Greek Version. Thus inc. vi. p. 70,].17, A reads 
‘et cum staret pater ad me deiciendam’; but B has the corrupt 
reading ‘et contemptaret (for ‘cum temptaret’) pater me deicien- 
dam’: g renders this by nal ws éorovdaley 6 matnp wou Kata- 
Bareiv amo ths 6poroylas. In c. vil. p. 72,1. 14, we have ‘cum 
moreretur’ A; ‘cum moraretur’ B; this latter being represented 
in g by wepidv ere. A striking instance is found in c. xii. p. 80, 1. 12: 

angeli quattuor stabant, qui introeuntes uestierunt stolas 

candidas: et A | 

erant angeli quattuor introeuntes et nos uestiti stolas can- 

didas B 

Here ‘introeuntes’ has passed in B from the accusative into 
the nominative case: and this is reproduced in the Greek Version, 
which however must have been made from a text less hopelessly 
corrupt than that now given in B: 
elceNOovtes of Técoapes ayyedo evédvocav nuas NevKAS oTOAGS. 

In the same chapter (p. 80, l. 22) we have ‘ stemus et stetimus’ 
A; ‘stemus et stemus’ B. The reading in g, cra0apev Kat mpoc- 
evEwpeOa, looks like an attempt at restoring sense by the aid of a 
liturgical formula. 

Thus we are led to postulate for BCg a common ancestor 
independent of A. This ancestor among other defects had lost 
the name of Geta, but it retained the preface, which is wanting in 
B and C. To it I am also inclined to attribute the commence- 
ment of the confusion as to the date and locality of our Martyrs, — 
which is found in the Greek Version and in the Short Latin 
recension. As to date, the omission of Geta’s name opened the 
door to conjecture; for it is the only decisive note of time im 
the piece: and with regard to place, it is interesting to compare 
the phrase ‘in ciuitate Turbitana,’ in the title of C, with the words 
év mode Govepitavwv (for MovpButdvev) rH picporépa, which in 
the Greek Version immediately follows the prefatory section which 
C has omitted. 
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It will be seen from my text that of these two lines of testimony, 
A and BCg, I have almost always given the preference to the 
former. Again and again A gives a more difficult reading which 
commends itself on further investigation, but which is exchanged 
in BCg for something easier, though less idiomatic or less forcible. 


The Origin and Use of the Short Latin Acts. 


The longer form of the Martyrdom was obviously inconvenient 
for the annual commemoration, especially in localities which were 
not directly interested in the African Church, and at a time 
when other martyrs had to be commemorated on the same day’. 
Consequently the time arrived when the story of our martyrs had 
to be rewritten to bring it within a more manageable compass. 
At what period this was done it is perhaps not possible to de- 
termine: but it was probably after the confusion as to their locality 
and date had been already effected (see below, p. 25). But the 
manner in which it was done is plain to see. The old story was 
lacking in the one feature which characterises so many of the 
fictitious narratives of martyrdoms, and to which the appellation 
‘Acta’ more especially refers. There was no account of the pro- 
longed controversy between the martyrs and the cruel or the 
kind-hearted judge. This had to be supplied: and the new ma- 
terial carries with it its own condemnation. No one who appre- 
ciates the noble and dignified picture of Perpetua in the longer 
Martyrdom will for a moment believe that before the proconsul, 
and again in answer to her father’s appeal, she punned upon her 
name. Nor is it likely that Felicitas when asked whether she had 
a husband, replied, ‘Habeo quem nunc contemno.’ For the rest 
the compiler has made a very bad use of the longer form, which 
must have been fresh in his memory, if not actually before him. 
He has marred everything that he has touched. 

The verbal coincidences are too close to allow of the supposition 
that his narrative is independent of the longer form: as may be 


1 Even in the old Carthaginian Calendar Septimia comes on the same day with 
our martyrs. In the old Syrian Martyrology we read, ‘Perpetua, Saturnilus and 
ten other Confessors.’ In the Menology of Basil and in the Menaeum Trypho 
takes precedence of them. In the Roman Breviary they at last give way altogether 
before S. Thomas Aquinas. 
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seen, to take a single instance, when he reproduces in his own 
manner the rhetorical contrast of c. xviii. ‘a sanguine ad san- 
guinem, &c. But on the other hand towards the end he most 
strangely deserts the authority which should have kept him right, 
and says that Saturus and Perpetua were devoured by lions: 
The brevity of the account of the scene in the amphitheatre may 
have been due to his having already exhausted the space allotted 
to him; but the error is hard to explain, for it does not seem 
that his copy of the original Martyrdom was defective at the close. 

It is not improbable that the Latin MS. which the abbreviator 
used was either that from which the Greek Version had been made, 
or some other descendant of the ancestor of BCg. For, if this 
were so, we can account for certain strange points of resemblance 
between the Greek Version and the Short Latin, which deserve to 
be noticed somewhat in detail. 

The short Latin Acts commence with the words: “Facta per- 
secutione sub Valeriano et Gallieno, comprehensi sunt uenerabiles 
uiri iuuenes, Saturus et Saturninus, duo fratres, Reuocatus et 
Felicitas soror eius, et Perpetua, quae erat,’ &c. The Greek 
text begins with two titles, the first of which is a mere heading, 
correcting the false date of the second and earlier title from 
vovaits eupovapiats to TH wpd teccapwy vovdv Pevpovapiwr, 
and adding evAdynoor, the ejaculation of the Reader. But the 
second is a complete sentence, as though it were intended to serve 
as the commencement of the Martyrdom: ’Eat Ovandepiavouv nar 
Tarinvod Simypcs éyévero, ev @ éuaptipnoav oi adytor Yatupos, 
Latoupviros, ‘Peovearos, Ieprrerova, Pnrcxntatn, vovars Pevpov- 
apiats. After this commences the translation of the Long Latin 
Martyrdom. | 

Now the correspondence between this sentence and the com- 
mencement of the Short Latin is very striking. We have (1) the 
same mistake as to the emperors, (2) the phrase ‘persecution 
arose, (3) the first place given to Saturus in the list of martyrs, 
(4) the omission of Secundulus. 

It is hard to explain these coincidences except on the hypothesis 
that the Greek is a direct translation of Latin words prefixed to 
the Martyrdom in the copy used by the translator: and that 
the Latin abbreviator found the same words in his copy, and 
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modified them (1) by inserting ‘ comprehensi’ and ‘iuuenes,’ from 
‘apprehensi’ and ‘adolescentes’ at the beginning of c. ii.; (2) by 
introducing ‘duo fratres’ and ‘soror eius,’ perhaps from his own 
imagination; (3) by placing’ Perpetua last, in order to run on 
with the fuller description of her which he has drawn from c. ii. 

Moreover we can explain in this way how the Greek translator 
has come by his wrong date, the nones of February. ‘ Nonis 
Martiis’ still survives in the title of C, and it is found at the 
close of the Short Latin. This is the unvarying date of the Com- 
memoration in the west, and indeed it is retained in the old 
Syriac Martyrology (see below, p. 23). But the Greek date was 
the second of February’. He seems therefore to have taken his 
day from the Latin heading; whilst he, or a subsequent copyist of 
his work, has altered the month from a recollection of his own 
calendar. 

I have already referred to the puzzling insertion in the Greek 
of the words év méret Oovxptravwy (sic)” TH pixpotépa, and have 
noticed their correspondence with the words ‘in ciuitate Turbi- 
tana’ in the heading of C. They correspond still more closely 
with ‘in ciuitate Turbitanorum, which is the reading of many 
early MSS. of the Short Latin: and rf pxporépa no doubt points 
to an original ‘ minore,’ which may have been afterwards neglected 
as unnecessary, or may have fallen out after ‘-norum’ (TURBITA- 
NORVMINORE). 


In c. 11. Perpetua’s age is given thus by our various authorities: 


Erat autem ipsa circiter annorum uiginti duo, A. 

Erat autem ipsa annorum circiter uiginti et duo, B. 

? 4 4 > a ” Ul 

Hy 8€ avrn érav eixoae dvo. 

Annorum enim erat illa duorum et uiginti, Short Latin. 


1 The Commemoration of both Trypho and Perpetua is placed on Feb. 1 in the 
Menaeum; probably to keep Feb. 2 clear for the Feast of the Purification. But in 
the Basilian Menology (see below, p. 21) both of these saints are commemorated 
on Feb. 2. 

2 In the Menaeum (see below, p. 21) we find Qov8pirdvwy, which in MSS. which 
used the u-shaped 8 would be almost undistinguishable from Oovxpirdywy. In the 
account of the 7th Council of Carthage by Joh. Zonaras (Migne, Patr. Lat. 111. 1090) 
we read of Oxvdaros drd SovpBwv. In the Latin (ibid. p. 1062) it is ‘Sedatus a 
Tuburbo.’ 


R. 2 
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It seems probable that the ancestor of the BCg group, with 
which our theory conneets the Short Latin, had omitted ‘circiter’ 
from the text, but had retained it in the margin. It reappears in 
a new place in B, but it is lost altogether in the Greek Version, 


and in the Short Latin. 
At the close of Perpetua’s first interview with her father we 


read : 


Long Latin. 

Tunc pater motus hoc 
uerbo, mittit se in me ut 
oculos mihi erueret: sed 
uexauit tantum et profecto 
(profectus BC) est uictus 
cum argumentis diaboli. 


Short Latin. 
Tune pater eius audito 
hocuerbo irruit supeream, 
uolens oculos eius eruere ; 
et exclamans confusus e- 
gressus est foras. 


Greek Version. 

Tére 6 rarhp pov rapax- 
Gels rpde Ty Abyy éwerOaw 
HOEAnGEY Tors dh0arpods 
feou e€opvéac’ Erecra pdvor 
kpdtas é€&\Oev wexn- 
Gels pera trav Tot dcaBdrou 
waxey Gy. 


Here we may note the correspondence of ‘uolens’ and 70éAncev, 


and more especially of ‘exclamans’ and x«pa€as. 


The latter may 


point to a misreading of ‘uexauit’ as ‘uocauit.’ B is in confusion 


here, reading ‘ uexauero’: the reading of C is not recorded. 


‘Pro- 


fectus’ of B and C reappears as é&j\ ev and ‘egressus est foras 1.” 


In c. vil. we have noticed the loss of the name ‘ Getae* from 


BCg. 


Corresponding to this we read in the Short Latin in one 


place ‘in Caesaris natale,’ and in another ‘die natali Caesaris’; 
but Geta’s name is absent. 


In c. xvill. we read as follows: 


Long Latin. 


Lotura post partum 
baptismo secundo. 


Short Latin. 
De lauatione post par- 


tum balnei sanguinis effu- 
sione meruit relauari. 


Greek Version. 


MéAnovea NovoarGat pe- 
Ta Tov Toxerov Barron 
Seurépy, rovréons te oly 
aluart. 


Here it would seem as though ‘ baptismo secundo’ had evoked 
a marginal gloss, which was adopted as a correction by the abbre- 
viator, and incorporated as an addition by the Greek translator. 


1 In one of the preceding sentences, ‘ Pater, inquam, uides uerbi gratia’ &e., the 


reading of -B is ‘ uidens’; 


and it can hardly be & mere coineidence that ‘ uidens’ 


appears in the same sentence in some of the oldest MSS. of the Short Latm. 
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But by far the most remarkable modification which the Greek 
has in common with the Short Latin is found in Perpetua’s first 
Vision (c. iv.). Here the Greek translator tells us that the ladder 
was so narrow that no one could go up, save only one by himself 
alone’. He then leaves out the epithet ‘prior, which was applied 
to Saturus and which suggested that he was not the only one to 
climb: and presently he omits the words ‘et ascendi,’ and so 
leaves Perpetua to find her garden at the ladder’s foot. It cannot 
be a mere coincidence that in this he is in complete harmony 
with the Short Latin Acts. It will make the matter clearer, and 
at the same time serve to illustrate the loose way in which the 
abbreviator has dealt with his materials, if we transcribe the three 


documents at this point in full. 


Long Latin. 


Video scalam asaeream 
mirae magnitudinis per- 
tingentem tsque ad cae- 
lum, et angustam: per 
quam nonnisi singuli as- 
cendere possent: et in 
lateribus scalae omne 
genus ferramentorum in- 
fixum. Erant ibi gladii, 
lanceae, hami, macherae : 
ut si quis neglegenter auf 
non sursum adtendens 
ascenderet, laniaretur, et 
carnes elus inhaererent 
ferramentis. Et erat sub 
ipsa scala draco cubans 
mirae magnitudinis, qui 
ascendentibus _insidias 
praestabat, et exterrebat 
ne ascenderent. Ascendit 
autem Saturus prior, qui 
postea se propter nos ultro 
tradiderat, quia ipse nos 
aedificauerat et tunc cum 


Short Latin. 

Vidi in uisu hac nocte 
scalam aeream mirabili 
altitudine usqué ad cae- 
lum, et ita erat angusta 
ut nonnisi unus per eam 
ascendere posset. Dextra 
uero laeuaque inerant fixi 
cultri et gladii ferrei, ut 
nullus circa se nisi ad 
caelum respicere posset. 
Sub ea uero iacebat latens 
draco teterrimus ingenti 
forma, ut prae metu eius 
quiuis ascendere formi- 
daret. Vidi etiam ascen- 
dentem per eam Saturum 
usque ad sursum, et respi- 
cientem ad nos et dicen- 
tem: Ne uereamini hunc 
draconem qui iacet; con- 
fortamini in gratia Christi, 
ascendite et nolite timere, 
ut mecum partem habere 
possitis. Vidi etiam iuzta 


Greek Version. 


Eldov xNluaxa xaArxiy 
Oavpacrod phous’ 7s 7d 
Ljkos Axps ovpavoh orerh 
52 hv, ws unddva 30 abris 
StvacOat ef ph povaxor 
Eva dvaPhva’ é& éxaré- 
pwv 8 rev ris KAluaxos 
pepov wav eldos qv ép- 
wemmpyuévov exer tlpwy, 
Sopdruv, dyxiorpwr, paxat- 
pav, dBeXloxwy’ Wa was 
6 dvaBalvwy dpedds Kal uh 
dvaBrérwy rots dxovrlos 
Tas odpxas orapaxdeln* Tv 
b¢ um’ atry ty KAluaxe 
Spdxwv vwreppeyéOns, bs 5h 
Tovs dvaBalvovras évydpev- 
ev, €éxOapBav Srus ph 
To\pa@ov dvaBalvey. dv- 
éBn 8¢ 6 Ldrupos és Sh 
Borepov du’ jas éxwy wapé- 
Swxev daurév' avrod yap 
cal olkodouh juer* GAN’ 
OTe guWvEAHPOnuev daxhv. ws 


1 Apparently wovaxds efs in this place means ‘one man at a time,’ and not ‘one 
monk’; but it must be admitted that the translator has been unfortunate in his 
choice of so ambiguous an expression. 


2—2 
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adducti sumus praesens 
non fuerat. Et peruenit 
in caput scalae, et con- 
uertit se et dixit mihi: 
Perpetua, sustineo te: 
sed uide ne te mordeat 
draco ille. Et dixi ego: 
Non me nocebit, in no- 
mine Iesu Christi. Et 
desub ipsa scala quasi 
timens me lente eiecit 
caput: et quasi primum 
gradum calcarem, calcaui 
illi caput. Et ascendi, et 
uidi spatium immensum 


scalam hortum ingentem, 
copiosissimum et amoe- 
num, etc. 


oty mpds Td Uxpov ris KAl- 
paxos wapeyévero, éorpd- 
on xal elrev’ Tlepwrerova, 
wepiévw oe’ Aad\A\d Br€rre 
un oe 6 Spdxwv ddxy. Kal 
elrove OU wh we BrAdyy 
év dvépuare "Incod Xporrod. 
kal wroxdrw tis KAluaKos 
woel poBotpevds ye hpdua 
Thy Keparhy wporhveyKev’ 
kal ws els Tov mp@rov Baé- 
pov nOéXAnoa éercBjvas, 
Thy xepadhy abrod érarnoa. 
kal eldov éxet xijrov pé- 
yiorov, K.T.A. 


horti, ete. 


It seems then that the Greek translator considered that Per- 
petua’s triumph consisted in treading on the dragon’s head, and 
not in climbing the ladder: and that he was led to conceive of 
the garden, as the writer of the Short Acts has also apparently 
done’, as being at the foot of the ladder (éxe?, ‘iuxta scalam’) and 
not at its summit. 


The Sarum Breviary is a good instance of the use which was 
made of the work of the Latin abbreviator. There we find it 
distributed into three lections, as follows: (1) ‘Facta itaque per- 
secutione—egressus est foras’; (2) ‘Orantes uero—dignos esse 
effectos. (8) ‘Videns uero proconsul—in saecula saeculorum. 
Amen.’ So that nothing is omitted, except the miserable alter- 
cation between the Martyrs and their judge. It is of course open 
to us to suppose that this was itself a later interpolation; but the 
style of it is too like the rest to favour this view. 

The old Roman Breviary (quoted by Holsten, p. 72) contains 
the same matter, though in a somewhat embellished form. But 
from the later Roman Breviaries our Martyrs have been ousted 
altogether by S. Thomas Aquinas. 


1 In the Sarum Breviary we have the interesting variant ‘circa scalam,’ which 
may at any rate shew the interpretation that would naturally be put on the Short 
Latin in this place. 
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It is interesting to trace the struggle between the competing 
commemorations in the local Breviaries. Thus in the copy in the 
Cambridge University Library of the very rare printed Breviary 
of Upsala (Stockholm, 1496) we find SS. Perpetua and Felicitas 
with a collect in the text, but S. Thomas is written in at the 
side as ‘eodem die,’ and his collect runs round the margin. In 
the Calendar of the Roman Breviary of 1728 S. Thomas is entered 
on July 15 (‘ canoniz. 1323’), but with a cross reference to March 7, 
where he is found in brackets after our Martyrs. 

In the Breviary of Quimper in Brittany (Paris, 1835) they 
still hold their own unchallenged; and the lection is a really 
admirable abbreviation of the Long Latin, without a single mis- 
take or unworthy alteration, and with the simple addition of the 
true date and locality: ‘sub Seuero Imperatore, Carthagine in 
Africa.’ This same lection in a slightly corrupted form is found 
also in the Breviary of Rennes (1822). 

The Greek day of the Commemoration is now (see p. 17 n.) 
the first of February, and under this date in the Menacum we find 
a brief lection, which wrongly describes Perpetua as é« méXews 
Oov8pitaverv rhs Adpexns, but rightly states that she and Feli- 
citas were tossed by a mad cow: so that it must be independent 
of the Short Acts. 

In the Menology of Basil we find a double entry, which is 
interesting in connection with the transference of the festival. 
Under March 14 we have after S. Euschemon of Lampsacus and 
before S. Alexander of Pydna: xai d@Anots TaY ayiwy papTipwr 
Latupov, Laroupvirov, ‘Pevedrov, Ilepmrerovas, nal Didrnxerarns 
év tT) ‘Poéun paptupnoavtwr. The writer was no doubt misled as 
to the locality by the absence of any definite statement in the 
Longer Latin which he had used in his previous entry. Under 
February 2 we have a most extraordinary mutilation of the story, 
which is worth reproducing in full, as it illustrates the controversy 
between East and West on the subject of Purgatory. 

"AOAnots tav ayiwv Ileprerovas, Xatuvpov, “Pevxdrov, Latup- 
virou, Lexovuvdov kal PnrKeraTns. 

‘H tod yptotov waptus Ileprrerova rv é« ths ydpas ’Adpexns’ 
émel S5é TOY yYptoTOY wpmoroyel, KpaTnOcioa Tapa Tov ‘“EXAnVoV 
mpoanxOn T@ THS Ywpas ApxovTt meTA TOV AOLTaOY ayiwy. jv dé 
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TH ayia Bpépos vropaviov Kai adedpos dvoua Aewoxparns. 
TiywpouvTa ov Tapa Tod apyovTos. elra éuBaddovTas eis 
duraxnv. Kar Oewpet 4} dyla nar’ dvap oKddav yadknv POdvov- 
cav amo vis eis ovpavov, éxovaay eis Ta dvo0 pepn cyrrennyneva 
wavta Ta TOV Ko\acTnplov eldn’ Kal Spdxovra UTO THY TKAaNAY 
KodWovta Tos dvaBalvorvtas’ Kal Tov ayvov Larvpov avaBavta 
Kai otpadévta mpos avtny Kal Aéyovta’ Mijrép pov Ileprrerova, 
Tepieva oe. Av dé Kal 6 dderos avris év érépa huraxy’ Kal opa 
kal wept avrov, drt wapictato Nexavy VdaTos' Kal dvedady eruvev 
é& avris' nal éyvo bri eredevtyce. Kal TO Tpwt avTy pev pera 
Onrxitarns vo Sapadewv ayplov Kepaticbeioa améOavov' ot 
Sé Aowrrol eoharynoar. 

The use of oxaXay, and not «Aipaxa, as well as shies differ- 
ences in the Greek words, points to the fact that this summary is 
independent of the Greek version. 


Were our Martyrs Thuburbitan ? 


In the original Latin Passion of S. Perpetua, as contained in 
the Monte Cassino codex, no locality whatever is assigned to the 
Martyrs. This is natural enough in a contemporary document 
intended for the use of the African Church, especially if the 
Martyrs belonged to Carthage and suffered there. Indeed the 
omission in itself suggests that they were Carthaginians’. This 
view is confirmed by the statement of Victor Vitensis that their 
remains rested in a Basilica at Carthage which bore their names. 
After speaking of the desolation wrought by the Vandals among 
the public buildings of Carthage generally, he goes on to say: 
‘Et ut de necessariis loquar, basilicam maiorem ubi corpora 
sanctarum martyrum Perpetuae atque Felicitatis sepulta sunt, 
Celerinae uel Scilitanorum et alias quas non destruxerunt, suae 
religioni licentia tyrannica mancipauerunt’ (Vict. Vit. 1 3 § 9). 
This of course does not preclude the possibility of their having 
been brought from another town to suffer at Carthage, as was the 
case with the Scillitan Martyrs. 


1 The silence of 8S. Augustine, who frequently refers to our Martyrs, is capable 
of the same interpretation: see below, p. 24. 
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Moreover in the old Roman Calendar’ which goes back to 
the time of Liberius in the middle of the fourth century, 
we read simply: ‘Nonis Martii, Perpetuae et Felicitatis Africae.’ 
In Prosper’s Chronicon (Migne, Patr. Lat. 51, p. 566) under the 
head of the Fifth Persecution, in the time of Severus, we have: 
‘Qua tempestate Perpetua et Felicitas pro Christo passae sunt, 
nonis Martiis, apud Carthaginem Africae in castris bestiis de- 
putatae Antonino II. et Geta.’ This notice reappears almost 
word for word in Bede, De sex aetat. (Ed. Basil. 1563, 11. 
185). And other authorities might be cited in the same sense’. 

The old Carthaginian Calendar, discovered by Mabillon in the 
binding of a book and published by him with annotations in his 
Vetera Analecta®, unfortunately fails us at this point. It begins 
with ‘xii Kal. Maias’ and ends with ‘xiiii Kal. Mart.,’ so that the 
nones of March are not contained in it. Mabillon says that this is 
because during Lent no such festivals were celebrated in the 
African Church: Ruinart thinks that we have not the whole of 
the Calendar. 

Thus far then we have no indication that the Martyrs were 
Thuburbitan. But in a short Roman Martyrology (Holst. p. 60) 
we read: ‘Nonis Martii, In Mauritania ciuitate Tuburbitanorum 
SS. Martyrum Perpetuae et Felicitatis. This notice is found 
elsewhere; and in the Martyrology included in Bede’s works (Ed. 
Basil. 1563, 111. 397) it is combined with further statements and 


1 Commonly called the Bucherian after its discoverer, Bouchier: printed by 
Ruin. p. 617. 

2 See Acta Bolland. under Mar. 7, and Analecta Bolland. 1. 16, where in the 
Martyrol. Trevirense we find: ‘{[Non.] Mar. Africa passio Perpetuae . Felicitatis . 
Saturi.’ For the Basilian Menology see above, p. 21. The Syriac Martyrology 
published by Dr Wright from the old Nitrian MS. in the British Museum (Journ. of 
Sacr. Lit. vol, vir. N. 8. pp. 45—56, 423432) gives the following entry, which is 
especially interesting as being almost the only mention of a Western Martyrdom 
which finds a place here : 


malar W259 30 = Mids WNW har 
ite RAS <itwro waluialwa 
Translated by Dr Wright: ‘Adar (March) 7. In Africa, of the number of the 
ancients, Perpetua, Saturninus (MS. Saturnilus), and ten other Confessors.’ 


3 11. 898. The Calendar without the notes is given by Ruin. pp. 618 f., and 
with additional notes by Miinter, Prim. Eccl. Afr. pp. 251 ff. 
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among them the date ‘sub Seuero principe’; and the whole entry 
is reproduced in Ado under March 7’. 

It is to be observed that in all these notices the date, if given 
at all, is given correctly. But now a new confusion awaits us. In 
the Roman Martyrology published by Galesinius (Holst. p. 74) we 
have as the locality ‘Thuburbae in Mauritania,’ and as the date 
‘Valeriano et Galieno imperatoribus.’ On this Galesinius remarks 
that though the statement is to be found elsewhere, yet ‘ ueteres 
emendatioresque rei Ecclesiasticae annales aliter ostendunt; quorum 
auctoritatem secuti reponimus, Septimio Seuero imp. anno scilicet 
Christi ccurx, Antonino 11 et Geta Consulibus®’ 

This is just the confusion which meets us in the Short Latin 
Acts and in the Greek version of the Long Latin. How are we to 
account for it ? 

In the old Carthaginian Calendar we have the following entry: 
‘mi Kal. Ag. Sanctarum Tuburbitanarum et Septimiae. And in 
Ado’s Roman Martyrology (and, with variations, elsewhere) under 
the same date: ‘Apud Africam, ciuitate Tuburbo Lucernariae, 
natale sanctarum uirginum Maximae, Donatillae et Secundae: quae 
persecutione Gallieni sub Anolino iudice passae sunt, &c, &c. 
Thus the Thuburbitan Martyrs are Maxima, Donatilla and Secunda, 
and they suffer under Anulinus in the persecution of Gallienus. 

Together with this we may set the fact that S. Augustine, 
who does not mention these famous Martyrs by their names, 
speaks of the festival of the Thuburbitan Martyrs*® in a sermon 
De Contemptu Mundi (Ed. Ben. v. 1338, note b) first published 
by Sirmondi. Now although S. Augustine never connects S. 
Perpetua and her companions with Thuburbo, yet Sirmondi at 
once identified the Thuburbitan Martyrs with them. Perhaps the 
mistake was made by others long before, and may even have been 
the source of the whole confusion. 


1 Compare the confused entries in Martyrol. Fuldense (Anal. Boll. 1. 9), and in 
the Hieronymian Martyrol. ex cod. Bernensi (Brux. 1881), where some of the same 
names are repeated three times in the entry, and we have: ‘In Mauritania ciuitate 
Turpitanorum passio SS. Perpetuae et Felicitatis.’ 

2 But Antoninus II. and Geta =205, whereas Antoninus III. and Geta II. 
= 208. 


3 To add to our perplexity there is a variant here: Suburbitanarum. 
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When we examine the story of the Thuburbitan Martyrs as 
given by Ado (July 30), we find great reason to doubt its genuine- 
ness. For, in the first place, they cannot have suffered in the 
reign of Gallienus at all. For in the Acta Crispinae (Ruin. p. 450) 
the proconsul Anulinus mentions their names to Crispina, as being 
her ‘consortes,’ and threatens that she shall suffer as they have 
already suffered. But these Acts mention Diocletian and Maximian 
as the reigning emperors; and this must be the right date for 
Anulinus’. ; 

Moreover their whole story bears a suspicious resemblance to 
that of 8. Perpetua and her companions. Thus, they are exposed 
to the beasts, they kiss each other in the arena ‘to complete the 
martyrdom with the peace’,’ and because the bear refuses to 
injure them they are put to the sword. 

I would venture therefore to suggest that there has been 
complete confusion between our Martyrs and the Thuburbitans of 
July 30, whose names only seem to have survived and whose 
story had to be written down from imagination. The Thuburbitans 
gave their locality and their own false date (Gallienus) to our 
Martyrs’, and received in turn some of the details of our Passion. 


1 Tuscus and Anulinus were consuls in 295. Optatus Milevitanus refers to 
Anulinus as a persecutor under Diocletian (c. Donat. 111. p. 76, ed. Paris, 1676: ‘in 
prouincia proconsulari...Annulinus, in Numidia Florus ’). 

There were the ‘dies turificationis,’ C. I. L. Afr. 6700. The earlier Anulinus, 
the general of Severus, was consul in 199, and also proconsul of Africa, ibid. 1170. 
We find Anulinus as a persecutor very frequently: e.g. in the Passion of Felix, 
Ruin. p. 356; of Saturninus and Dativus, Ruin. p. 383; of Mammarius, Mabillon, 
Vet. Anal. tv. 93; of the Alatinensian Martyrs, ibid. rv. 104, and even in Italy 
and in the time of Nero in the obviously fictitious Greek acts of Nazarius and 
Gervasius, Migne, Symeon Metaphr. ut. 895. 

2 ‘Quae cum inducerentur, in media arena osculatae sunt se inuicem, ut mar- 
tyrium pace complerent.’ Compare Perp. ¢c. xxi., ‘ante iam osculati inuicem, ut 
martyrium per solemnia pacis consummarent.’ 

8 This was the more easily done because the original Latin Passion seems to 
have given no locality and no date for the Martyrdom, if we except the incidental 
notice, ‘natale tunc Getae Caesaris.” The name of Geta moreover survives only 
in Holsten’s MS. It is quite conceivable that it was erased in some copies almost 
at once in consequence of the well-known action of Caracalla. Compare Dio 77. 12 
(quoted by Clinton): ef ris &ypawe 7d bvoua 7d rob T'éra pdbvov, 7 ele udvov, evOds 
dmwdero’ bev obd’ ev tals kwupdlats of rontal rt adrp éxpdvro. Even if persecution 
had ceased, it would still be dangerous to recite the name of Geta in commemorating 
the Martyrs, 
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Another consideration which may shake our belief in the 
assignment of our Martyrs to Thuburbo is the frequently repeated 
phrase ‘ Mauritania in ciuitate Tuburbitanarum.’ For although 
there are two towns in proconsular Africa within a radius of forty 
miles from Carthage called respectively Thuburbo Maius and 
Thuburbo Minus, we have no evidence of any town of that name 
in the Mauritanian district. So that we may regard the whole 
statement as probably the fiction of a later time. 

If the account of the matter which I have here suggested isa 
reasonable one, it will be at least hazardous henceforward to speak 
of S. Perpetua and her companions as Thuburbitan Martyrs’. 


The influence of the Shepherd of Hermas upon the Visions 
of the Martyrs. 


It is a familiar experience with us all that our dreams can 
frequently be traced back to thoughts which have been present to 
our waking moments; and that their materials, in whatever 
strange combinations they may present themselves, are derived 
largely, if not exclusively, from our recollections. If therefore 
it should appear on examination that many of the details in the 
Visions of the African Martyrs may have been suggested by the 
Shepherd of Hermas, we shall not for that reason be tempted 
to question their genuineness, unless it can at the same time be 
further shewn that the phraseology in which they are narrated 
bears a suspiciously close relation to that of Hermas. 

Before entering on this enquiry it may be well to note to what 
extent the Visions are indebted to narratives contained in the 
Canonical Scriptures. We can scarcely doubt that the Ladder in 
Perpetua’s first Vision was suggested by the story of Jacob's 
Dream. Compare the words of Perpetua, ‘Video scalam aeream 
mirae magnitudinis pertingentem usque ad caelum,’ with Gen. 


1 The epithet was challenged by Valois in his preface to the Passion of 8, 
Perpetua, and has also been rejected by Miinter (Prim. Eccl. Afr. p. 208) and 
recently by Pillet, who quotes with satisfaction from the Letters Apostolic of 
Leo XIII., who, in restoring the ‘ Apostolic Chair’ of Carthage in 1884, refers to the 
Martyrs as Carthaginians (Histoire de Sainte Perpétue, p. 66). 
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xxviii. 12, Vulg.* ‘Viditque in somnio scalam stantem super terram, 
et cacumen illius tangens caelum.’ It is interesting in this 
connection to recall a passage in the Acts of Montanus and 
Lucius, which are a base imitation of our Martyrdom, where the 
message of the Lord in the Vision of Victor is: ‘Dic illis signum 
Iacobi’ (Ruin. p. 232). 

Again, in the Vision in which she first sees Dinocrates, we read: 
‘Et inter me et illum grande erat diastema, ita ut uterque ad 
inuicem accedere non possemus.’ With this we naturally compare 
S. Luc. xvi. 26, Vulg. ‘Inter nos et uos chaos magnum firmatum 
est: ut bi qui uolunt hinc transire ad uos non possint, neque inde 
huc transmeare.’ 

Again in the Vision of her conflict with the Egyptian we have 
obvious reminiscences of Gen. ii. The Egyptian, whom afterwards 
she knows to be the devil, rolls himself in the dust, and presently 
endeavours to catch her by the feet; but she tramples upon his 
head. Here we have the conflict between the Woman and the 
Serpent, and perhaps even a testimony to the antiquity of the 
rendering: ‘ipsa conteret caput tuum, et tu insidiaberis calcaneo 
elus. Nor is it unreasonable to combine with this the appearance 
of the devil in the first Vision as a dragon ‘qui ascendentibus 
insidias praestabat.’ 

In the Vision of Saturus we have the snow-white hair of the 
Lord (cf. Apoc. i. 14) and the elders, ‘seniores, standing round 
Him; and ‘stolae candidae’ and ‘stetimus ante thronum, 
answering to ‘stantes ante thronum amicti stolis albis’ in Apoc. vil. 
9. It is possible even that the strange phrase ‘et de manu sua 
traiecit nobis in faciem’ may have been suggested by the last 
words of the same chapter; ‘et absterget Deus omnem lacrimam 
ab oculis eorum.’ 

But there still remain a multitude of details, which must have 
been suggested by something which the Martyrs had either heard 
or read, and for the origin of many of which I believe that we 
must look to the Shepherd of Hermas. 


1 The question of the Latin Version used in Africa at this time has no clear 
light thrown upon it by the words of our Martyrs themselves, although something 
perhaps may be learned from the quotations of the redactor. I have given the 
Vulgate renderings for obvious reasons of convenience. 
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Thus in her first Vision Perpetua sees beneath the Ladder a 
dragon of wondrous size, who endeavours to terrify those who 
would climb. Saturus, having climbed, turns and says to her: 
‘Perpetua, I wait for thee: but see that that dragon bite thee not.’ 
She replies: ‘He shall not hurt me, in the name of Jesus Christ.’ 
‘And from underneath the ladder as if in fear of me he gently put 
out his head; and as though I were treading on the first step, I 
trod on his head.’ When she reaches the top she is greeted with 
the words: ‘Thou hast well come, my child’ (Bene uenisti). 

Hermas sees in his fourth Vision ‘a very great beast, a hundred 
feet in length’ and with a strange head (@npiov péyorov woel 
KnTOS TL...TO UNnKEL Wael Today p'* THY dé Kehadnv elyev WS 
kepapou’.. Vis. iv. 1. 6). ‘And I began to weep and to ask the 
Lord that He would deliver me from him. And I remembered 
the word which I had heard (it had been spoken to him 
mysteriously just before), Hermas be not of doubtful mind...and I 
boldly presented myself to the beast...I come nigh to him; and 
that huge monster stretches himself out on the ground, and does 
nothing but put out histongue.’ Immediately after this the Church 
meets him in the guise of a Virgin, and he relates to her his escape 
from the beast. ‘Thou hast well escaped’ (cars éFédheuyes), she 
says, ‘ because thou didst cast thy care on God and open thy heart 
to the Lord, believing that by none other canst thou be saved, but 
only through the great and glorious Name.’ He is then charged 
with a message to the Lord’s elect to ‘tell them that this beast 
is a type of the great tribulation which is about to come,’ 
but which through repentance and faith they may be able to 
escape. 

In the Garden near the top of the ladder Perpetua finds a tall 
Man with white hair, in a shepherd’s dress (‘in habitu pastoris’), 
milking sheep. This no doubt is intended for the Lord, and, when 
we remember how often the figure of the Shepherd occurs in 
Christian literature and art, we shall not be willing to press too 
closely the parallel of Hermas’s Shepherd. But it is worth 
noticing that it is in the very next Vision to the one we have 
mentioned that Hermas for the first time is introduced to his 


1 If we could accept Hilgenfeld’s ingenious emendation xepdorov, ‘a horned 
serpent,’ the parallel would be still closer. 


THE SHEPHERD OF HERMAS AND THE VISIONS, 29 


Shepherd, whom he describes as avnp tis evdo£os TH Set, oynpaTe 
motpevix@ (Vis. v. 1). 

- In Perpetua’s second Vision she sees her brother Dinocrates, 
who had died of a gangrene in the face at the age of seven years, 
in a dark place, dirty and pale and with the wound still in his 
face. He is moreover hot and thirsty, and is vainly trying to get 
at the water of a font (‘ piscina, «odvuBnOpa) whose rim is above 
his head. The boy no doubt had died unbaptised?, and this was 
the cause of his appearing to be in a place of torment. ‘ Piscina’ 
in its ecclesiastical use at once suggests a baptismal font, and 
although the boy is represented as anxious to quench his thirst 
this does not prevent us from interpreting his real need as that 
of baptism. 

In a later Vision she sees him, in answer to her prayers, cleansed, 
well clothed and refreshed: only the scar of the old wound is to 
be seen: the rim of the font is lowered to the boy’s waist; and he 
drinks water out of a golden goblet that never fails. His need 
was supplied and he departed from the water ‘to play in the 
manner of children with great delight. Then I understood that 
he was released from punishment’ (‘Tunc intellexi translatum eum 
esse de poena’). 

Now in the third Vision of Hermas we have the first account 
of the Building of the Tower; and, among the stones which are 
rejected, we hear of ‘some falling into fire and being burned ; 
and others falling near to water, and not able to roll into the water, 
although they wish to roll and come into the water’ (Vis, ili. 2. 9). 
It is explained later (i. 7. 3) that ‘these are they that have 
heard the word and wish to be baptised into the name of the 
Lord, but their baptism is prevented by their own unstedfast- 


1 It is fair to state that this view is directly challenged and contradicted by S. 
Augustine (De Anima ad Renatum1.10). But he could only argue from the proba- 
bilities of the case, and moreover he was blinded by the desire to dispose of a 
disagreeable objection. It is most improbable that in a pagan household a boy of 
seven years old should have been baptised even if his sister were a Christian at the 
time of his death; and of this we have no evidence whatever: indeed she was 
probably a recent convert, and was only a Catechumen at the time of her arrest. 
S. Augustine’s suggestion that the child was old enough to tell lies, and so though 
baptised to need a period of torture after death, is a mournful illustration of the 
straits to which a good man may be driven by the exigencies of controversy. 
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ness. There is still a hope for the rejected ones; but only ‘when 
they have been tormented...and then (if they repent) it shall 
happen to them to be released from their torments’ (werareOjvas 
éx tév Bacdvey avTov). 

In the ninth Similitude we have great stress laid on the ne- 
cessity of the water, or the seal (7 o¢payis otv rd bdwp éorip): 
and we are distinctly told of some who have received it after 
death. (Sim. ix. 15. 5 of améarorot nal of SiddcKarot,...cotn- 
Oévres...ennpuEav nai trois mpoxexowunpévors, xal avrot éwxay 
avtois tTHv oppayiba Tov Knpiyuatos. KxaréBneav ovv per avTav 
eis To USwp, K.1.X.) 

Passing on to Perpetua’s last Vision (c. x.) we find Pomponius 
the deacon coming to her in a white robe and with ‘ manifold 
shoes’ (‘multiplices galliculas’), He conducts her to the amphi- 
theatre and departs with the words: “Fear not; I am here with 
thee, and suffer along with thee.” After this comes a hideous 
Egyptian with his attendants to fight with her. Then ‘there cotne 
to me beautiful young men, as my attendants and supporters. Ard 
I am stripped and turned into 4 man: and my supporters begin to 
rub me down with oil, as they do for the games: and I see that 
Egyptian on the other hand rolling in the dust. Arid there came 
forth a man of wondrous size, so as even to reach above the top of 
the amphitheatre...having also manifold shoes, made of gold and 
silver (‘galliculas multiformes ex auro et argento factas’), and 
bearing a rod like a trainer (‘quasi lanista’), and a green bough, 
on which were golden apples.’ She wrestles and fights with the 
Egyptian, and at last throws him and treads upon his face. 
Then she comes and receives the bough, and begins ‘to go with 
glory to the porta Sanauiuarta (a sort of Gate of Life, mentioned 
later on in the actual history of her martyrdom). And I awoke, 
and understood that it was not with beasts but against the devil 
that I was to fight. But I knew that victory was mine.’ 

The appearance of Pomponius in a glorified form, with the 
promise to be with her in her struggle against the devil, may be 
compared with the promise of the Angel of Repentance to Hermas, 
“Fear ye not the devil, for there is no power in him against you: for 
I will be with you...The devil can wrestle against you, but wrestle 
you down he cannot.” (Mand. xii. 4. 6, 7 and 5. 2, us) poBnOnre 
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rov SudBSorov...dvvatae 6 SeaBoros avtimanaicat, catatraraicar bé 
ov duvarat). 

Sprinkling with sand or dust after being anointed was a common 
practice in the games; but in Perpetua’s mind it is no doubt con- 
nected with the language of Genesis iii.’: and the influence of this 
passage, as we have seen, is further to be traced when the Egyptian 
tries to take her by the feet, and she at last tramples on his 
head. 

The beautiful young men who come to support her, together 
with the extraordinary stature of the man who appears as the 
trainer, may be paralleled from Herm. Sim. ix. 6. 1 where we 
have a man of lofty stature, overtopping the Tower, surrounded 
by others who are ‘glorious.’ He also has a rod in his hand, with 
which-he tests all the stones of the building (aynp tis vypyds TO 
peyeber, aoTe TOV TUpyoV Uirepexety). 

The beautiful shoes, observed in two instances in Perpetua’s 
Vision, have a curious counterpart in the ‘white shoes’ of the 
Church when she appears to Hermas after he has escaped the 
Beast (Vis. iv. 2. 1). Once more, in the eighth Similitude various 
people are given rods ‘by a glorious angel of the Lord, exceeding 
tall’ These he presently examines. Then he commands crowns 
to be brought forth, ‘and he crowned the men who shewed up 
their rods with buds upon them and some fruit as well, and 
dismissed them to the Tower. Presently Hermas asks the 
Shepherd, “Who are they that are crowned and go to the Tower?” 
and is told, “As many as wrestled against the devil and wrestled 
him down are crowned: these are they who suffered on behalf 
of the Name.” Similarly in the ninth Similitude those stones 
which come from the eleventh mountain, ‘ where are trees full of 
fruits, adorned one tree with this fruit and another with that...are 
they who suffered for the name of the Son of God...they are all 
glorious with God...but they who suffered willingly, these are 
more exceeding glorious with the Lord: for their fruit it is that 
excelleth.’ Of such a company would Perpetua be with her golden 
apples going with glory to the Gate of Life. 

When we come on to the Vision of Saturus the same phenomena 


1 So in Herm. Vis. iv. 1. 5 the Beast comes with a great dust, on which much 
stress is laid, 
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meet us’. After death he finds himself together with Perpetua 
‘being borne away by four Angels to the East: and their hand 
touched us not.’ Now at the close of Hermas’s first vision the 
‘Woman who represents the Church is carried away, as her chair had 
already been carried away, to the East. She is taken by the arms by 
two men who are afterwards described as Angels (Vis. i. 4. 3 jpav 
auTny TOY ayxovev Kai amndOav...rpos tiv avatodnv). The 
emphasis on the method of carriage may perhaps be compared 
with the statement of Saturus, ‘But we went not on our backs 
heads downward (‘ibamus autem non supini sursum uersi’), but as 
though we were climbing a gentle slope.’ But perhaps this was 
suggested by the contrast with their position as they lay in the 
stocks (cf. ¢. viii.). 

When Saturus and Perpetua reach the Garden above they are 
met by four more glorious Angels, and are bidden to ‘go in and 
salute the Lord.’ They come then to a place, ‘whose walls were 
such, as though they were built of light: and before the door of 
that place stood four Angels, who clothed those who entered in 
with white robes.’ 3 

Now in the ninth Similitude of Hermas there stand around 
the gate of the Tower twelve Maidens: ‘but the four that stood 
at the corners seemed to me to be more glorious. It was the 
part of the Maidens to carry the stones through the Gate for the 
building of the Tower. Those and those only that were so brought 
in by the Maidens became white. Others retained their various 
colours, and had to be rejected (Sim. ix. 4). This is elaborated 
later on into wearing the vesture of the Maidens (Sim. ix. 18). 
‘In no other way can a man be found in the kingdom of God, 
except they clothe him with their clothing.’ So, returning to the 
first metaphor, we read (Sim. ix. 17. 4), ‘The building of the 
Tower became of one colour, bright as the Sun.’ 

The Martyrs found sitting within ‘a Man with white hair and 
a youthful countenance, whose feet we did not see’ (‘niueos 
habentem capillos et uultu iuuenili, cuius pedes non uidimus’’). 


1 Some of the following details from the Vision of Saturus admit of explanation 
in connection with another source from which the main portion of his Vision seems 
to come: see below, pp. 38 ff. 

2 We may perhaps compare Herm. Vis. iii. 10.1 rotrwy 1rd xpbowrov obx elSop, 


Ore ATETTpappevor TAY. 
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To return once more to the fourth Vision of Hermas, the 
Church is there described as having white hair, as well as white 
robes and white shoes (Vis. iv. 2.1). And reference is made to 
the three preceding visions in which he had seen her in three 
successive forms (Vis. iii. 10): first, as very aged; secondly, with 
her countenance young, but her flesh and hair old (tTyv pév dyuy 
vewTépap elyev, «.7.r.); thirdly, as wholly young and beautiful, and 
only her hair old (6An vewrépa Kai xadrAet extrpeTrectatn, povas 5é 
Tas Tpixas TpeaBuTépas elyer). 

In the vision of Saturus it would be easy to refer the white 
hair of the Lord to Apoc. i. 14; but this would not account for the 
strange addition ‘et uultu iuuenili, which however is accounted 
for at once if we may suppose a reminiscence of the Shepherd, 
where great stress is laid on the combination of newness and old- 
ness : see again Sim. ix. 12, 1 of the Rock and the Gate. 

The ‘four Elders on His right and on His left,’ and the ‘many 
other elders behind them, in the vision of Saturus, may be com- 
pared with ‘the six men who presided over the Building, and 
walked with Him on the right and on the left,’ while there were 
‘many other glorious ones round about Him’ (Herm. Sim. ix. 6. 2). 

After they had kissed the Lord, the Elders bade them, “Go 
and play” (‘Ite et ludite’). Adding to this curious command the 
subsequent statement, ‘we were nourished with an unspeakable 
odour which satisfied us’ (‘ odore inenarrabili alebamur, qui nos 
satiabat’), we turn again to the Shepherd. 

Hermas is left by the Shepherd under the care of the Maidens 
(Sim. ix. 10 f.). They treat him as their brother: ‘and she 
who seemed to be the first of them began to kiss me; and the 
others seeing her kissing me began to kiss me also, and to go 
round about the Tower and to play with me (aie per pod). 
And I became as it were a young man and began myself to play 
with them.’ When the Shepherd returned the next morning he 
asked him had he supped. He replied “1 supped on the words of 
the Lord all the night long” (€Seirvnea...ta pnyuata tod Kupiou 
OAnVY THY VUKTA). | 

Lastly, when they came out from the Presence they found 
‘before the door Optatus the bishop on the right, and Aspasius 
the presbyter-teacher on the left, separated and sad. And they 

R. 3 
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threw themselves at our feet and said to us, “Make peace between 
us, for ye have gone forth and left us thus.”’ The angels presently 
interfere and say, ‘“ Let these refresh themselves: and if ye have 
any quarrels among yourselves, forgive one another”: and they say 
to Optatus, “Correct thy people (‘corrige plebem tuam’): for so 
do they come to thee, as if returning from the Circus and contend- 
ing about its factions.” The Greek version here omits the words 
‘on the right, and so sets the bishop and the presbyter on the 
left hand outside the door. Mr Harris thinks that the Greek is 
justified by the statement in Herm. Vis. iii. 1. 9 that ‘the nght 
hand is the place of others, those, to wit, who have already pleased 
God and have suffered for the Name.’ But the words ‘separated 
and sad’ seem to require the Latin form in its fulness. Nor is it 
probable that the right hand place of honour would have been 
‘outside the door.’ 

But to the rebuke to the rulers of the Church for quarrelling 
there is more than one parallel in the Shepherd. Thus they are 
warned ‘lest their quarrellings rob them of their life. How will 
they chasten the Lord’s elect, if they be not at peace among 
themselves? (Vis. iii. 9.7 viv ody vyiv Aéyw Tots mrponyoupévots 
THS éxxAnoias Kal Tois mowtoxabedplrats’...17as vets tradevecy 
Oérere Tovs exAexToVs xupiou, «.T.d.). Compare too the praise of 
those leaders of the Church, ‘who were always at harmony with 
_ themselves, and had peace among themselves, and hearkened to 
one another.’ 


I think that the instances which I have adduced are sufficient 
to establish a strong probability that the Martyrs were familiar 
with the Visions of Hermas. Evidence of this kind is cumulative ; 
and even if individual instances of comparison may seem fanciful 
and overstrained, yet when we recall at once Perpetua’s escape 
from the monstrous dragon by the help of the Name; her vision 
of the Man in a shepherd’s dress; the effort of Dinocrates to get 
at the water, and his subsequent release from punishment; the 
promise of Pomponius and the beautiful shoes; the green bough 
with the golden apples, and the going with glory to the Gate of 
Life: and then the passage of Saturus and herself, borne by four 
angels to the East; the four more glorious angels who clothe them 
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and take them in; the Man with the white hair and the youthful 
countenance; the kiss, and the command to go and play, and the 
unspeakable odour which took the place of food; the bishop and 
presbyter rebuked for their quarrellings—it is difficult to believe 
that all these details, some of which seem to cry for an explanation 
of some kind, are wholly independent of the striking parallels 
which are offered to us in the Shepherd of Hermas. 

Hitherto our comparison has been made with the Greek 
original of the Shepherd of Hermas. It is worth while to bring 
together a few passages in the earlier Latin Version, which Har- 
nack assigns to the second century, where the language has points 
of correspondence with that of Perpetua and Saturus. The corre- 
spondence is often slight in itself, but 1t gains in importance when 


considered in its context. 


c. iv. Iam in magna dignatione es, 
tanta ut postules uisionem et ostend- 
atur tibi an... 

Bene uenisti. 

In habitu pastoris. 

ce. viii. Tunc intellexi translatum 
eum esse de poena. 

c.x. Et facta sum masculus. 


Efferens,..ramum uiridem in quo 
erant mala aurea. | 

c. x1, Coepimus ferri a quattuor 
angelis in Orientem, quorum manus 
nos non tangebat. 


c. xii. Niueos habentem capillos et 
uultu iuuenili, cuius pedes non ui- 
dimus. 


Osculati sumus illum...et dixerunt 


nobis seniores: Ite et ludite. 


c. xiii. Si quas habetis inter uos 
dissensiones, dimittite uobis inuicem. 


Herm. Vis. iv. 1 Quia me dignum 
aestimauit ut ostenderet mihi mira- 
bilia sua. 

Vis. iv. 2 Bene effugisti. 

Mand. proem. Habitu pastorali. 

Vis. iii, 7 Tunc illis continget 
transferri de poenis. 

Sim. ix. 11 Et uidebar mihi iunior 
factus esse. 

Sim. viii. 2. 1 Alii afferebant uirgas 
suas uirides. 

Vis. i, 4 Venerunt quatuor iuuenes 
et tulerunt cathedram ad Orientem... 
duo quidam uiri...sustulerunt illam 
humeris et abierunt, ubi et cathedra 
erat, ad Orientem. 

Vis. iii, 10 Faciem quidem iu- 
uenilem habebat...capillos aniles. 

Ibid. (supra) Horum faciem non 
uidi. 

Sim. ix. 11 Osculari me coepit... 
et ipsae coeperunt me ut fratrem 
osculari, et ducere circa turrim, et 
ludere mecum. 

Vis. iii. 9 Pacem habete alius 
cum alio...et suscipite uos inuicem... 
ne forte hae dissensiones uestrae 
fraudent uitam uestram...Commonete 
ergo wos inuicem. 


3—2 
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These slight indications are perhaps scarcely sufficient to 
justify us in assuming, what is probable enough im itself, that 
the Martyrs used this early Latin version of the Shepherd ; and it 
is quite possible that Perpetua may have known the book in the 
original Greek. The fact that the correspondence consists so much 
more in matters of detail than in points of language is just what 
we should expect if the visions are visions at all, and not literary 
creations of a later time. The reminiscences would primarily be 
those of incidents and situations; and the verbal coincidences 
would only come in by the way when the Visions were being 
related or written down. We may regard it then as fairly certain 
that the Shepherd of Hermas was in the hands of the African 
martyrs; and we may further regard it as quite conceivable that 
they read it in the early Latin version. 

We know from Tertullian that arguments were drawn from 
the Shepherd in his day in matters both of Church practice and 
Church doctrine. He himself had a low opinion of the book’; 
but it was evidently appealed to by the Anti-Montanistic section 
of the African Church. And the present investigation shews that 
others, who to say the least display what are called Montanistic 
tendencies and sympathies, were no less attracted by its fascinating 
allegories, whatever they might have thought as to its teachings 
on certain controverted topics. So that here we have an addi- 
tional reason for believing that in the African Bible of the close of 
the second century, as in the Sinaitic Codex at a later period, the 
Shepherd of Hermas found a place at the close of the Canonical 
Books of the New Testament’. 


1 T cannot see any sufficient ground for supposing, with Gebhardt and Harnack, 
Hermae Pastor, prolegg. pp. xlvii. ff., that Tertullian materially changed his view in 
regard to the Shepherd. In the passage De Orat. 16 he passes no judgment what- 
soever on the book, but merely meets by a common-sense reply an argument drawn 
from it as to the right posture in prayer. If he speaks of it as Scripture, this is 
only in a highly ironical sentence (‘Immo contra scripturam fecerit, si quis in 
cathedra aut subsellio sederit’), from which it is manifestly unfair to conclude 
that he himself regarded it at this time with as much reverence as his opponents 
evidently did. 

2 For a full discussion of this point see the notes of Gebhardt and Harnack in 
the place referred to in the preceding note. 
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The Influence of the Apocalypse of Peter on the Vision of Saturus. 


In the History of Barlaam and Josaphat (Boissonade, pp. 280 ff, 
360 ff.) we find two remarkable Visions, which present so many 
points of contact with the Vision of Saturus, that it will be 
desirable to quote them here somewhat fully. On the first occa- 
sion Josaphat, having been fiercely assailed by fleshly temptations, 
offers a prayer for protection: he then falls asleep and has the 
following Vision. “Opa éavtov vro twadv phoBepay aprayérta, 
kal TOTovs ois ovdétrote Ewpaxer Sieh Oovra, Kal év Tit yevopevov 
peylatn Tedidds wpaios avOeor nai Nav evwdeot xopwcn, ev0a 
guTa pev éwpa travtodarda Kai Troixina, Kaptrots Eevois tict Kal 
Oavpactois BpiSovra, iSeiv te ndictos Kal GvacOat trobewwois. 
Ta Te GUANA THY Séevdpwy Auyupov Uanyet atpa Til AerTOTATN, 
Kal axopertov Kal yaptecraTny éxTéutrovTa evwdiay KivovpeEva.... 
thy 6€ Oavpactny ravtTny Kal peyddnv Tredidda of hoBepoi exeivor 
Staryayovtes avrov eis ToAW Elonyayov appnT@ Tivl AawTpOTNTt 
adtroatitBovaay, éx ypuciov peéev Siavyods ta telyn, ALwv Se av 
ovdels wrote éwpaxe Tas emake Eyovcay daveynyepuévas.... 
dws avwbev truKva tais axtiot Siattov Tacas avTns Tas TaTELAS 
émAnpov' Kal vToTTEpol Ties OTpaTLal, avTH ExaotTn pas ovaat, 
TavTn émednuovy, wédos Gdovaat axon Bpoteia undétote axovaev. 
Kal dwvns jrovae Aeyovons’ A’Tyn n avatravots TOY Sixaiov abt 
n evppoourn TeV evapeaTnTAaVTaY T@ Kupiy. 

After this he is carried off reluctantly to see the torments of 
hell, and then he awakes. Long afterwards, on the death of 
Barlaam, he has another Vision, which is in fact a continuation of 
the first. Kai dpa rovs poBepodvs avdpas éxeivovs, ois xal mpd- 
Tepov éwpaxer, EAOGvTas pos avTov, Kal atrayayovTas avTov eis 
Thy peyioTny Kal Oavpaothy éxelvnv Tmediada, Kat mpos THY Se- 
Sofacpevnv kal vmepAautTpov EicayaryovTes TONY. EloEpyopmevep 
S¢ avt@ THY TUANY Erepor VarjvTOVY TONAD KaTHyAaicpEvot wr, 
arepavous éxyovtes ev yepolv appntm Stadaprrovras KaANEL Kat 
oious ofOarpol ovdérore Bporeot eOeacavto. épopévov b€é Tov 
"Iwacad’ Tivos of crépavor tHs S6Ens of vTepAaptrpo. ods Opa; 
Sos pev 6 els, Ebyoav, x.7.r. elrre tadta, cal tov BaprXaap evOvs 
edoxet BANETELY, K.T.N. 
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The points which specially concern us are the angelic bearers 
who carry him to Paradise: the very great plain covered with 
flowers: the city shining with unspeakable brightness and with 
walls of transparent gold, which he finds when he has crossed the 
plain: the singing of the hosts of heaven. And, in the second 
part, the more glorious ones who meet him at the gate as he 
enters; and the recognition of his preceptor Barlaam. These 
coincidences are so striking that we feel at once that they must 
have some common source ; and, as the Shepherd of Hermas offers 
us nothing to correspond to them, we naturally enquire whether 
any other early series of Visions with a somewhat similar sanction | 
can with probability be supposed to have been current in the 
African Church. 

Before entering upon this enquiry, we may notice a most 
remarkable coincidence which may be added to those already 
mentioned by the change of a single letter in the Latin text. 
Saturus sees ‘arbores rosae,’ and adds: ‘altitudo autem arborum 
erat in modum cypressi, quarum folia cadebant sine cessatione.’ 
These enormous rose-trees correspond well enough with the 
fragrant trees of Josaphat’s Vision. But why do their leaves ‘ fall 
without ceasing’? No explanation of any kind has been offered 
of this extraordinary statement. In the Apocalypse of S. John 
‘the leaves of the tree are for the healing of the nations,’ but, in 
the passage of Ezekiel (xlviii. 12) from which this description is 
taken, it is expressly stated that their ‘leaf shall not fade.’ In 
the Apocalypse of Moses (Tisch. 1866, p. 11) the leaves of all the 
trees in Paradise, except the fig-tree, fall off when Eve eats the 
forbidden fruit (xatéppeov ta gdvAda). This alone would be 
sufficient to condemn the reading ‘cadebant’ in the Vision of 
Saturus. 

In Cod. C we find instead of it ‘ardebant’; but the united 
testimony of Codd. A and B and the Greek Version («atepépero) 
renders this reading impossible on textual grounds, even if it 
were in itself an improvement. Now in Josaphat’s Vision we 
read: ta te dudXa Tov Sévdpwv ALyupov virnyet, ‘the leaves of 
the trees made a tuneful sound,’ If we read ‘canebant,’ all is 
clear. The trees in heaven were always singing. 

What support can we find elsewhere for such a statement ? 
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First, we may observe that to the Eastern mind there would be 
nothing strange in the conception. A few passages from the Old 
Testament may remind us of its frequency as a metaphor. ‘Then 
shall the trees of the wood sing out at the presence of the Lord’ 
(1 Chron. xvi. 33; cf. Ps. xevi. 12): ‘Break forth into singing, 
ye mountains, O forest, and every tree therein’ (Isa. xliv. 23; 
ef. lv. 12): ‘The desert shall rejoice and blossom as the rose: it 
shall blossom abundantly, and rejoice even with joy and singing’ 
(Isa. xxxv. 1, 2). 

Again, in the longer recension of the Testament of Abraham’, 
not far from the beginning, as the Archangel Michael is going 
with Abraham to his house, a remarkable incident occurs: xara 
THS dob éxeivns totato Sévdpov KuTapicaos’ Kal Kata mpdctatw 
Tov Geod éBonoev To Sévdpov avOpwrivn hovy, cad elev’ “Aros, 
Gytos, drylos, KUpLos Oo eds, 6 MpooKaXovpevos aUvTov Tots ayaTroow 
avrov. It is at the least a strange coincidence that the singing 
trees of Saturus’s Vision grew ‘in modum cypressi’: and also that 
later on he hears ‘uocem unitain dicentem: Agios, agios, agios: 
sine cessatione. Moreover it may be noted that ‘sine cessatione’ 
is the phrase which he also has used of the trees*. In the latter 
part of his Vision he is clearly influenced partly by the Apocalypse 
of S. John and partly by liturgical formulae: and hence it is 
quite possible that in the original source the Ter Sanctus was 
actually the song of the trees of Paradise, though he has reserved 
it for the angelic hosts. If this be the case, possibly we may find 
here some clue to the extraordinary phrase in Jeremiah’s prayer 
in ‘the Rest of the Words of Baruch’, c. ix.: nv€aro evynv, Neyo" 
“Agtos, dytos, aytos’ TO Oupiapa Tav Sévdpwv Tav CwvTwv. 

There is another passage in the Vision of Saturus where the 
text is clearly corrupt, and where the emendation which I would 
venture to propose derives a measure of support from Josaphat’s 
description. The words are, as commonly edited, ‘quattuor ili 
Angeli, qui gestabant nos, deposuerunt nos: et pedibus nostris 
transiuimus stadium uza lata.” Here Codd. B and C(?) read ‘uia 


1 To be published in the second volume of the present Series, by M. R. James, 
M.A., Fellow of King’s College. 


2 See note ad loc. p. 81. 
2 Edited by Prof. Rendel Harris (Cambridge, 1889), to whom I owe this reference. 
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lata’; and the Greek has «ai 650v XaBovres, which points to a 
similar reading, as far as ‘uia’ is concerned. But this gives no 
tolerable sense: and Cod. A has ‘uiolata.’ I would read ‘uiola- 
tum,’ and conceive the plain to have been ‘covered with violets.’ 
The word ‘ uiolatus’ in a similar sense is found in Palladius, in Feb. 
32: ‘conditum uel absinthiatum uel rosatum uel uiolatum’.’ This 
use however is so rare, that the word was extremely likely to 
suffer corruption at the hands of later scribes. But its restoration 
gives us an admirable sense, and harmonises well with the Vision 
itself and with the statement of Josaphat, peyiorn wediaby wpaious 
av0ec. Kai Nav evwdect Kopwon. 

We must now proceed to our enquiry as to the common source 
of the details found in both Visions, The later Apocalypses, such 
as the Apocalypse of Esdras and the Vision of Paul, again and 
again present us with descriptions of Heaven and of Hell which 
are evidently derived from some earlier apocalyptic work which is 
now lost*. A comparison of their common materials leads us back 
with almost indisputable certainty to the lost Apocalypse of Peter. 
To establish this conclusion would be beyond our present scope : 
and I must content myself with bringing together here some points 
of contact between several of these works and the Visions of 
Saturus and Josaphat. 

Apocalypse of Esdras (Tisch. 1866, p. 30) xal amnyayov pe 
ot ayyedou Kata avatoXas Kal Wov to hutov ths Cons. Kal ov 
éxel tov ‘Evoy xai “Hrlav cat Movon, «rr. Cf. Perpet. xi. 
coepimus ferri a quattuor Angelis in Orientem...ubi inuenimus 
Tocundum et Saturninum et Artaxium,’ &c. 

— «p. 81 6 orépavos cot jroipacta. Cf. Burl. et Jos. (Boissonade, 
p. 360) Tivos ot orépavios rhs 86&ns of UTeprNaptpot, ods 6pO; ds 
pen o els, bnoay, K.T.Dr. 

Apocalypsis Pauli, p. 43 of 5€ dya0ol dyyeXou of Tapada- 
Bovres thv vpuynv tod Sixaiov notacavTo avTny ws yveptpov 
ovcav. Kat éropevOn avy avrois, cal e&jAOe TO Tvedpa eis aTray- 
Thaw avtayv rNéywv' Acdpo, ~uyn, eloedAOe eis TOY TOToY, K.T.r. 

1 For the word ‘ uiolatio’ cf. note ad loc. p, 81. 
2 This subject has been investigated by Mr M. R. James, to whom I owe the 
suggestion that the Apocalypse of Peter is the ultimate source of all such descrip- 


tions. I hope that he will publish the results of his investigations in a future 
number of this Series. 
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Cf. Perpet. xi. ‘alii quattuor Angeli clariores ceteris, qui, ubi 
uiderunt nos, honorem nobis dederunt, et dixerunt ceteris Angelis: 
Ecce sunt, ecce sunt: cum admiratione. 

p. 51 nab Wov éxet Sévdpa tappeyébn, «.7.r. p. 53 Kal ouv- 
éxumrrov avrois Ta Sévdpa. These last are fruitless trees, but are to 
be noted as displaying sympathy with certain souls. Of. p. 64 «at 
iSov éxet SévSpov trappeyéOn wpaiov, év @ éraverraveto TO Tvevpa 
To dyvov. We may also notice the following phrases: p. 63 «al 
Sov tovs xd mpecBurépous...cal wavra tapexddovy thy So€av 
Tov Oeovd' p. 59 depdpevoy vd Teccapwy ayyédwv arrovoaias : 
and p. 65 fer ety €x rod Kocpou, a phrase of frequent recurrence. 

Apocalypse of Moses, p. 20 nai 7rOov eis Tov Tapadecor, Kal 
éxuvnOnoav Twavta. Ta puta Tov Tapadeicov, Ws TdavTas amo Tov 
"Addu yeyervnuévous aro Tis evwdias vuatatat, ywpls Tod 278, 
«tr Of. Barl. and Jos. p. 280 nai axdpecrov kai yapteorarny 
€xTré“TrOVTA evwmodtay KLvoupeva. 

Besides these Apocalypses there are other writings of a similar 
character such as the Vision of S. Furseus (see the Bollandist Acts, 
January 16), from which might be adduced further coincidences 
with the details of our Visions. It is quite certain that the com- 
mon element in all of these—and it is to be traced in the descrip- 
tions of hell even more plainly than in those of Paradise—is 
derived from some early apocalyptic work which is no longer 
extant. It has been suggested above that this original source was 
the Apocalypse of Peter. Is there any ground for supposing that 
this work would be current in Africa and known to our Martyrs ? 

The Apocalypse of Peter seems to be mentioned in the Mura- 
torian Fragment}, where it immediately precedes the Shepherd of 
Hermas, The notice of it adds: ‘quam quidam ex nostris legi in 
ecclesia nolunt’: but this very statement implies that in some 
Churches it was read. 

It is quoted by Clement of Alexandria, who, according to 
Eusebius, H. E. vi. 14. 1, commented in his Hypotyposes on all the 
Books of the New Testament, ‘not even omitting...the Epistle of 
Barnabas and the so-called Apocalypse of Peter.’ 

Eusebius himself (H. £. 111. 25. 4) classes it with the Shepherd 
of Hermas and other books which he rejects from the Canon: ev 


1 See however Zahn Gesch. des N. T. Kanone 1. pp. 105 ff. 
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Tois vobos xatatetayOw nal trav Ilavdov rpakewy 4 ypadn, O Te 


Nevyouevos louunv, cal n ’Amroxdduyis létpovu, al pos trovros 
n pepouévn BapvaBa ériotoAn, kal TOV aTTocTOA@Y ai Neyomevas 
didayai. 

The stichometry of the Codex Claromontanus of the Pauline 
Epistles closes with the Shepherd, the Acts of Paul and the 
Apocalypse of Peter. It is also included in the stichometry of 
Nicephorus. It is clear therefore that at one time it was bound 
up with copies of the New Testament, and was read in the public 
worship of some Churches. We have seen that this was probably 
the case with the Shepherd of Hermas in the early African 
Church. It is not unreasonable then to add to the African Bible 
of the second century the Apocalypse of Peter: in which case we 
should have in the Vision of Saturus a fresh illustration of a 
passage in Tertullian (De Anima 9, quoted below, p. 52) in which 
he speaks of the public reading of the Scriptures in the Church as 
affording materials for visions to a certain inspired sister. 

Before we leave this subject I would call attention to some 
curious points of resemblance to the story of our Martyrs in the 
Symposium of S. Methodius. As the Apocalypse of Peter is 
directly quoted in another part of the same work (ii. 6£), these 
coincidences, if they are of any value, will be a fresh confirmation 
of the view taken above. 

In viii. 2 we have the following description of the rewards of 
Virgins: ai dé evarrepor kai xodpar eis Tov vmEepKdoptoy ToTroV 
Urepkv aca Tov Biov Kal idovtcat moppwbev a wn Erepos avOpworrwv 
eOeacato, TOVS NELMa@Vas auvToUs THS apOapalas, dunyava KaAXH 
cal av0n hépovtas Kai TeTANpwpevors, K.T.A. GANA Kab eb TIS 
avrav Onplots 7 mupt BovrotTO Ta copata Tapad:dévas...doTe 
Soxeiv avtas év néop@ ovaoas py elvas dv Kdopg, «T.r. 8Oen 
Kal TP@TAL TAY AAWY ETA THY avakANoL Kal THY évTedOEv exSn- 
piav ai opOas Kal motes TrapOevevcaca TO YpLoT@ TA viKN- 
THpta pépovtar TOV AOAw»Y, Tois THS apOapoias avOeot ored- 
Ocicar mpos avTov' apa yap T@ KaTtanreipar Tov Kdopoy 
Tas wuxas NOxyos Tals TapOévots UTavTaYTas ayyédXous 
META TOAAHS EUpnpias eis TOS Mpoerpnuévous WapaTréwirew Nes- 
pa@vas avtds, «7... évtadda &n éXOovcas Oavpacrd twa Oea- 
cacbat Kat éxddaputrpa...elvar yap Sévipov cwdppoovyns auras, 
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elvat ayamrns, elvar avvécews...ai Sé yopevouvaty éupedas yepai- 
povaat Tov Oeov, «.7.A. And lower down (viii. 4) we have: év To 
oupave pn Sevdudonte AoyavTa Kal épedpevovta Tov dsduv. 

The references to the beasts and to the state of trance, and the 
last reference to the serpent that lies in wait, may perhaps be 
dismissed at once as merely coincidental. For we have no 
reason to suppose that S. Methodius was acquainted with our 
Martyrdom itself. But those introduced by the word Adyos 
evidently are derived from some apocalyptic source, and, though 
S. Methodius has worked his material up into Platonic form, we 
may well conjecture that the tradition to which he refers was 
derived from the Apocalypse of Peter’. 


The Authorship of the Visions. 


The Compiler of the Martyrdom distinctly states more than 
once that Perpetua and Saturus themselves wrote down their own 
Visions, whereas he in compliance with Perpetua’s wish added the 
narrative of their final sufferings. It is a fair question therefore 
to ask whether there are any traces of difference in style and 
composition between the portions said to have been written by 
Perpetua, Saturus and the redactor respectively. In so brief a 
document it would be hard to charge the redactor with falsifica- 
tion if no such traces were to be seen: but on the other hand 
their existence would confirm us in the belief that we had the 
actual words of the Martyrs themselves. 

If we consider the distribution of adopted Greek words in the 
piece, we shall find that the most striking of them occur in the 
writing of Perpetua, who, as Saturus tells us, could speak Greek. 
Thus it is she who uses: machaera, draco, tegnon, catasta, horoma, 
diastema, phiala, agon, afa, psallere. Saturus uses stola and 
thronus (cf. Apoc. vil.), and hears the song of praise in heaven as 
Agios, agios, agios. He also hears Perpetua address the bishop 
Optatus as Papa. The redactor uses: catechumenus, psallere (as 
a direct reminiscence of Perpetua’s use of it), agape, ecstasis, and 
scandalizemint (in quoting words of Perpetua). Now in the case 


1 For parallels between the Acts of Thomas and Perpetua’s Vision of Dinocrates, 
see the notes on this Vision. 
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of Saturus and the redactor we find only words that were no 
doubt familiar Bible or Church phrases: but Perpetua’s words do 
not, for the most part, admit of the same explanation: and accord- 
ingly we are justified in reckoning them as evidence of indi- 
viduality of style in her portion of the narrative. 

Moreover a close examination of the vocabulary and manner 
of what purports to be her writing leads us to the same result. 
Thus Perpetua uses ‘deicere’ three times in the sense of ‘ to over- 
throw a person’s stedfastness’; but in the only place where the 
redactor employs it (c. xviii.) it has quite a different sense. Again 
‘refrigero, in the intransitive sense of to refresh oneself, comes 
four times in Perpetua, once in Saturus, and twice in the 
redactor; but in the first of these cases he is quoting Perpetua’s 
word, and the second case immediately follows the quotation 
(c. xvi.). ‘Beneficio’ with a genitive occurs three times in Per- 
petua; ‘subito’ three times; ‘ostendi,’ of a vision, three times; 
‘mirae magnitudinis’ three times; ‘coepi’ eleven times in Per- 
petua, three times in Saturus, and only once in the redactor. 

The narrative of Perpetua, and the same is true of that of 
Saturus, is marked by extreme simplicity : it is eloquent indeed, 
but with no touch of conscious art or rhetoric. The narrative of 
the redactor is equally beautiful, but in a very different way: 
it is full of epigram and chastened rhetorical contrast. 

The simplicity of Perpetua’s style is due to two principal 
causes : first the constant use of the simplest of conjunctions; and 
secondly the incessant repetition of the same words and phrases. 
The first of these may be illustrated by an analysis which I 
have made of the use of the word ‘et’ throughout the whole 
piece. Perpetua employs it 152 times in 172 lines; Saturus 57 
times in 52 lines; the redactor only 90 times in 170 lines’. That 
is, roughly speaking, Perpetua uses it nearly once in a line; Saturus 
still more frequently ; and the redactor only about once in two lines. 
Again, there are passages in Perpetua where, with her constant 
habit of repeating a word she has just used, she employs ‘tunc’ 
as her connecting particle again and again. The most conspicuous 
instance of this is in c. iii., where for 13 lines ‘et’ is almost 
banished, and we have ‘tunc’ four times, and three sentences 


1 T have eliminated from the calculation quotations from the New Testament. 
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are without any introductory conjunction. In Saturus we have 
‘tunc’ only once, and that in a strong sense at the end of his 
Vision: and in the redactor ‘tunc’ occurs only once as a connect- 
ing particle. 

The use of ‘ut’ absolutely is also worth noting in Perpetua; 
e.g. ‘et factus est mihi carcer subito praetorium, ut ibi mallem 
essem quam alicubi’: and in three similar instances (c. ii1., ut... 
laniaretur; c. x., ut excederet, ut...mitterem). Compare with this 
her use of ‘ita ut,’ c. vil. (bis). 

These may seem trifling points; but we must remember that 
it is in the use of particles that we find the surest evidence of the 
sameness or difference of styles, where there is any room for the 
suspicion that a forger has been at work. 

The second peculiarity which we have noted in Perpetua’s 
style is the repeated employment of the same words and phrases 
where a careful writer would have been at pains to vary his 
language. 

Thus inc. 111., within the space of 9 lines we find ‘ paucis diebus,.’ 
‘in ipso spatio paucorum dierum,’ ‘post paucos dies’ and ‘ paucis 
horis’: 1n 10 lines we find ‘sollicitudine infantis’ (twice), ‘sollicita 
pro eo’ and ‘tales sollicitudines’; and the expression ‘ sollicitudine 
infantis’ comes again inc. vi. In 18 lines we have ‘carcer’ five 
times; and in 10 lines ‘infans’ four times. We may note too 
the sentence, ‘Tabescebam ideo quod illos tabescere uideram 
mei beneficio. In c. iv., in 5 lines we have ‘scala’ five times; 
and in 6 lines ‘ascendere’ five times. We have moreover ‘ferra- 
mentorum...ferramentis’; and the characteristic sentence: 
‘lente eiecit caput; et quasi primum gradum calcarem, calcawi 
illi caput.’ 

In c. v. we read: ‘post paucos dies rumor cucurrit ut audi- 
remur’: with which we may compare c. vi.: ‘subito rapti sumus 
ut audiremur...rumor statim per uicinas fori partes cucurnit. We 
have also: ‘pater meus consumptus taedio,’ which recurs word 
for word in c.1x. Inc. vi. we have a good example of repetition in 
the following sentences: ‘ Ht ego respond: Non facio. Hilarianus, 
Christiana es? inquit. Ht ego respond:: Christiana sum. Et 
cum staret pater ad me deiciendam, iussus est ab Hilariano deict, 
et uirga percussit. Et doluwt mihi casus patris mei, quasi ego 
fuissem percussa: sic doluz pro senecta eius misera.’ With the 
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last words compare c. v., ‘Et ego dolebam causam patris mei’; 
c. vil., ‘et dolui commemorata casus eius’; and c. ix., ‘Ego dole- 
bam pro infelici senecta eius.’ 

In c. vii. we have: ‘ Erat deinde...ubi Dinocrates erat piscina 
plena agua, alttorem marginem habens quam erat statura pueri; 
et extendebat se Dinocrates quasi bibiturus. Ego dolebam quod et 
piscina illa aguam habebat, et tamen propter altitudinem marginis 
bibiturus non esset. Et experrecta sum, et cognoui fratrem meum 
laborare: sed fidebam me profuturam labor eius: et orabam pro 
eo omnibus diebus quousque transiuimus in carcerem castrensem. 
Munere enim castrens: eramus pugnaturi.’ 

In c. viii. we have ‘quem retro uideram,’ aaa ‘quam retro 
uideram.’ 

In c. x. we have ‘fautores mei’ three times: and in the last 
words of Perpetua’s writing: ‘Hoc usque in pridie muneris eg?: 
ipsius autem muneris actum si quis uoluerit scribat.’ 


I think that after this detailed examination we are justified 
in saying that Perpetua has a distinct style of her own, which 
marks off her writing from that of the compiler of the Martyrdom. 
The absence of glaring instances of ‘ Africanism ’ in what she has 
written is only what we should expect, when we remember that 
it is edited for us by a writer of unusual literary ability and of 
cultured style. We may well believe that the rougher phrases 
have been smoothed away. 

When we turn to the Vision of Saturus we have much less 
material for comparison; but even here a fair case may be made 
out for individuality of authorship. We have already noticed the 
extraordinary frequency with which he couples his sentences by 
the simple conjunction ‘et.’ We may further observe that he 
has phrases more than once which are not found elsewhere in the 
piece. Thus he gives us ‘tale fuit quasi’ twice (c. xi.), and 
‘tales erant quasi’ (c. xii): ‘sic quasi’ twice: ‘cum admiratione’ 
twice: ‘sine cessatione’ twice (but this occurs also once in 
Perpetua): ‘exire’ in the sense of ‘mori’ three times. Moreover 
he uses ‘dixi, dixit, dixerunt’ eleven times, never varying the 
word, whereas Perpetua has also ‘inquit’ and ‘respondi.’ So too 
he uses ‘uiridarium’ three times for a garden, while Perpetua uses 
‘hortus. Considering then that we have only 52 lines of his 
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writing, the evidence is much fuller than we had a right to 
expect. 

When we now return to the Greek form of the Martyrdom, 
we find that these peculiarities of style are entirely obliterated; 
and thus we are supplied with a fresh and most powerful argument 
on behalf of the originality of the Latin document as a whole. 


The Authorship of the rest of the Martyrdom. 


If the evidence which I have adduced is sufficient to establish 
a real difference of style between the writers of the Visions and 
the redactor who edits them and supplements them with an 
account of the actual Martyrdom, no one, I suppose, will hesitate 
for a moment to leave the authorship of the Visions with the 
Martyrs themselves. 

Is it possible also to identify the redactor? I believe that it is. 
It has been several times suggested that the whole character of 
the composition points to Tertullian as its author. Holsten, the 
first editor of the Martyrdom, although he does not anywhere 
suggest that Tertullian was its author, yet takes pains to collect 
from his writings many illustrations both of matter and of vocabu- 
lary. | | 

It must always be difficult and hazardous to attempt to assign 
a work to a particular author, when there is no tradition con- 
necting it with his name. But I can scarcely conceive that any 
instance could be found in which identification can be made with 
a greater probability than is attainable in the present case. 

I shall begin by examining the Scriptural quotations in the 
piece, and then pass on to parallels of thought and diction be- 
tween our author and Tertullian, and finally bring together some 
of the more important coincidences in vocabulary. 

First, let us examine the way in which the redactor quotes the 
New Testament. The first citation 1s in the Preface, and comes 
from Acts ii. 17. ‘In nouissimis enim diebus, dicit Dominus, 
effundam de Spiritu meo super omnem carnem, et prophetabunt 
filii filiaeque eorum; et super seruos et ancillas meas de meo 
Spiritu effundam; et iuuenes uisiones uidebunt et senes somnia 
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somniabunt.’ The reading ‘eorum’ suggests a comparison of the 
rendering of this passage in the Latin of Codex Bezae. I have 
also given the Vulgate version, italicising its divergences. 


Coprex BEZAE. 


Erit in nouissimis diebus, dicit 
Dominus, effundam Spiritum meum 
super omnem carnem, et prophetabunt 
fili eorum et filias eorum ; et iuuenes 
uisiones uidebunt et seniores somnia 
somniabunt; et ego super seruos meos 
et super ancillas meas effundam Spiri- 
tum meum. 


VULGATE, 

Et erit in nouissimis diebus, dicit 
Dominus, effundam de Spiritu meo 
super omnem carnem, et prophetabunt 
filii westz et filiae westrae ; et iuuenes 
uestri uisiones uidebunt et seniores 
uestr2 Somnia somniabunt ; et quidem 
super seruos meos et super ancillas 
meas in diebus tllis effundam de Spiritu 


meo, et prophetabunt. 


It will be seen that most of the peculiarities in our quotation 
are explained by supposing the currency in Africa in the second 
century of a text closely related to that of Codex Bezae. But there 
still remains the curious disarrangement of the sentences, which 
seems to be an idiosyncrasy of the writer himself. Now it is 
remarkable that Tertullian (Adv. Marc. v. 8) quotes the passage 
thus: ‘In nouissimis diebus effundam de meo Spiritu in omnem 
carnem, et prophetabunt filii filiaeque eorum; et super seruos et 
ancillas meas de meo Spiritu effundam.' Here we have the same 
displacement, as far as the quotation extends, and the same 
variants in the text’. 

A little later in the Preface we find these words: ‘Et nos 
itaque quod audiuimus’ et contrectauimus annuntiamus et uobis, 
fratres et filioli, ut et uos qui interfuistis rememoremini gloriae 
Domini, et qui nunc cognoscitis per auditum communionem 
habeatis cum sanctis martyribus,’ &c. 

In this passage we have the language of two verses worked up 
somewhat confusedly. They stand in the Vulgate thus: 


1 Cf. Tert. De Resurr. 63, ‘ Effundens in nouissimis diebus de suo Spiritu in 
omnem carnem, in seruos suos et ancillas.’ 

2 Possibly ‘et uidimus’ has fallen out after ‘ audiuimus’; for the Greek version 
of the Martyrdom has 4 nKotcapev Kal éwpdxapev Kal éynradijoauey. With the order 
which we should thus get Cod. Sinaiticus corresponds, reading, apparently against 
all other Greek MSS., 6 dxnxéayev xal éwpdxapev. It is also to be noted that the 
Latin of the Martyrdom, though not the Greek, has the true reading ‘et uobis.’ 
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1 Jno. i. 1. ‘Quod fuit ab initio, quod audiuimus, quod uidimus 
oculis nostris, quod perspeximus, et manus nostrae contrectauerunt 
de uerbo uitae.’ 

1 Jno.1.3. ‘Quod uidimus et audiuimus, annunciamus uobis, 
ut et uos societatem habeatis nobiscum.’ 

The most curious result of this combination is ‘ contrectauimus’ 
(1 pers. plur.), which cannot be explained from any MSS. or Versions. 
But we find it in Tertullian (Adv. Prax. 15): ‘Vidimus et audiuimus 
et contrectauimus de sermone uitae,’ which is a loose citation of 
1 Jno, i. 1, which he has quoted somewhat more accurately a little 
before. Here then we seem to have another example of the way 
in which an individual writer may have a habit of his own in 
quoting a special text. 

The next quotation is inc, xix. ‘Sed qui dixerat, Petite et acci- 
pietis, petentibus dederat eum exitum quem quisque desiderauerat.’ 
The actual phrase is found in Jno, xvi. 24 ‘ Petite et accipietis, ut 
gaudium uestrum sit plenum. But the more natural text to 
have quoted would have been ‘ Petite et dabitur uobis’ (Mt. vii. 7, 
Le. xi. 9), and that passage was probably in the writer’s mind 
when he added ‘petentibus dedit,’ which 1s parallel to ‘ pulsanti 
aperietur’ in 8. Matthew and S. Luke. 

Now this same confusion is to be traced in more than one 
passage of Tertullian. Thus we read (De Orat. 10) ‘Dominus, 
prospector humanarum necessitatum, seorsum post traditam orandi 
disciplinam: Petite, inquit, et accipietis’; where he certainly 
ought to have written ‘et dabitur uobis. Again (De Bapt. 20): 
‘Petite et accipietis, inquit. Quaesistis enim et inuenistis; pul- 
sastis et apertum est uobis. Again after combating the Mar- 
cionist use of ‘Quaerite et inuenietis’ (De Praescr. 8) he goes on 
to quote, ‘Pulsate et aperietur uobis, and later on in the same 
chapter, ‘ Petite et accipietis’: and in c. 11 he loosely quotes the 
next sentences thus: ‘Petenti enim dabitur, inquit, et pulsanti 
aperietur, et quaerenti inuenietur.’ 

The same confusion is to be found several times in S, Augustine’s 
writings (see Sabatier, ad loca): so that we are not justified in 
laying stress on it as an idiosyncrasy of Tertullian. The confusion 
is an easy one: but it is apparently not to be accounted for 
by any known Version, and the fact that it is made both by our 

R. 4, 
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author and by Tertullian is certainly an interesting coincidence, 
and one which acquires importance when added to those already 
mentioned. 

The next instance I shall give is from the Epilogue. It does 
not, strictly speaking, contain a quotation though it involves a 
reference to Mt. xxii. 14 and perhaps also to Rev. xviii. 14; but 
it may serve as a point of passage from the consideration of 
Scriptural citations to other instances in which we find parallels 
between our author and Tertullian. We read at the close of the 
narration of their sufferings: ‘O fortissimi ac beatissimi Martyres! 
O uere uocati et electi in gloriam Domini nostri Iesu Christi; 
quam qui magnificat et honorificat et adorat, utique et haec non 
minora ueteribus exempla in aedificationem Ecclesiae legere debet.’ 

The first point to notice is that ‘the glory of the Lord’ is 
regarded as the great end of Martyrdoms, and is set forward by 
their public recital in the Church. The same thought is twice 
expressed in the Preface: ‘necessario et digerimus et ad gloriam 
Dei lectione celebramus’; and, in a passage cited above, ‘annun- 
tiamus et uobis...ut et uos qui interfuistis rememoremini gloriae 
Domini.’ 

Now when Tertullian discusses Flight in Persecution, he takes 
the high ground that Persecution is a dispensation of God for 
judging the Church and shewing who are truly His. And the 
great end of Persecution is found to be ‘the glory of God’: De 
Fug. 1: ‘Totum quod agitur in persecutione gloria Dei est, 
probantis et reprobantis, imponentis et deponentis. Inc. 9 he 
says: ‘nolite in lectulis...optare exire, sed in martyriis, uti 
glorificetur qui est passus pro nobis. Again (c. 12) he asks, if 
Christians may escape by the payment of a bribe, ‘quomodo 
et martyria fieri possent zn gloriam Domini?’ 

At the close of the book (c. 14) after admitting the hardness 
of its sayings and yet insisting on fearlessness as the true sign of 
love, he says: ‘Et ideo multi uocati, pauci electi.’ The whole line 
of thought is closely parallel to the words of our author about the 
Martyrs, who were not only called but chosen to the glory of our 
Lord. 

An interesting parallel in thought rather than in words is to 
be found in the Preface. After speaking of the Divine grace 
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displayed in his own day in Martyrs and in Revelations, he adds: 
‘Cum semper Deus operetur quae repromisit, non credentibus in 
testimonium, credentibus in beneficium.’ Tertullian (De Anima 
51) tells of a Christian girl, ‘uernacula ecclesiae,’ who had died 
and was laid out for burial, but who, when the priest began to say 
a prayer over her, raised her hands from her side and folded them 
in the form of a cross on her breast, and afterwards, ‘condita pace’ 
(i.e. when the kiss of peace had been given to conclude the prayer), 
returned them to their former position. This he vouches for of 
his own knowledge: similar facts he has heard related. Then he 
adds, ‘Si et apud ethnicos tale quid traditur, ubique Deus 
potestatis suae signa proponit, suis in solatium, extraneis in 
testimonium.’ The thought is precisely the same, and the two 
sentences though so differently worded are almost interchangeable. 

On the other hand in c. xx. we have a parallel in words rather 
than in sense. When Perpetua has been tossed by the mad cow, 
her only care is to rearrange her torn robe, ‘pudoris potius memor 
quam doloris.’ In Tertullian (De Paenit. 10) we read of some who 
put off the open confession of their sins—‘ pudoris magis memores 
quam salutis.’ 

The distinctly Montanistic tone of the Martyrdom may be 
illustrated by two facts in the history of its transmission. The 
first of these has already been noticed (p. 6): the Greek trans- 
lator has carefully modified passages which he regarded as un- 
satisfactory on this ground; and especially the closing section 
of the piece. A similar fate has awaited the document in the 
West: for both Cod. Salisburg. and Cod. Compend. have omitted 
the whole of the Preface, and the Short Latin recension has 
nothing to correspond to it at all. Accordingly it has only been 
preserved in the Monte Cassino MS., and in a modified form in 
the Greek Version. 

Now this Montanistic tone, using the expression in its best 
sense, as connoting the emphasis laid on the present work of the 
Holy Spirit in the Church and especially in Martyrdoms, is just 
what we should look for in a work of Tertullian. It is needless 
to multiply quotations on this point: but I cannot forbear quoting 
two passages out of many. The first is at the outset of his exhor- 
tation to the Martyrs in prison: ‘Imprimis ergo, benedicti, nolite 

4—2 
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contristare Spiritum Sanctum, qui uobiscum introiit carcerem. Si 
enim non uobiscum nunc introisset, nec uos illic hodie fuissetis ’ 
(Ad Mart. i.). We may note in passing that our redactor also 
applies the epithet ‘benedictus’ to a martyr (c. x1. ‘Saturus 
benedictus’), The other passage is from the De Corona: ‘Plane 
superest, ut etiam martyria recusare meditentur, qui prophetias 
eiusdem Spiritus Sancti respuerunt’ (De Cor. 1). 

We have the technical phraseology of Montanism in c. xx.,, 
where ‘adeo in Spiritu et in ecstasi fuerat’ may be compared with 
the striking passage in De Anima 9, which gives an interesting ~ 
illustration of the materials out of which visions were formed and 
so far bears out our view of the use made by our Martyrs of the 
Shepherd of Hermas, which no doubt they had heard read in the 
Church. ‘Est hodie soror apud nos reuelationum charismata 
sortita, quas in ecclesia inter dominica sollemnia per ecstasin in 
Spiritu patitur; conuersatur cum angelis, aliquando etiam cum 
Domino, et uidet et audit sacramenta, et quorundam corda dinoscit, 
et medicinas desiderantibus submittit. Jam uero prout scripturae 
leguntur aut psalmi canuntur aut allocutiones proferuntur aut 
petitiones delegantur, ita inde materiae uisionibus subminis- 
trantur.’ 

Again, it 1s interesting to observe the number of expressions 
which suggest that the writer is familiarly conversant with the 
phraseology of Roman law, and so form a fresh link with the style 
of Tertullian. To pass over such commoner words as ‘exempla’ 
(bis), ‘documentum’ (bis), ‘testificari’ (bis), ‘testimonium’ (bis), 
‘haereditas, we find the rarer word ‘fideicommissum, which is 
seldom met with outside the law books, in the striking metaphor 
of c. xvi. ‘quasi mandatum sanctissimae Perpetuae, immo fidei- 
commssum eius exequimur, unum adicientes documentum de 
ipsius constantia et animi sublimitate. The word implies a 
sacred trust of moral rather than of legal obligation. ‘ Fidei- 
commissum est quod non ciuilibus uerbis sed precatione relinquitur,; 
nec ex rigore iuris ciuilis proficiscitur, sed ex uoluntate datur 
relinquentis’ (Ulpian. Frag. 25, 1). Again, if Tertullian be the 
author it is curious to see how he can turn the edge of his own 
favourite argument from ‘ prescription’ when used against himself, 
and that too in words every one of which can easily be paralleled 
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from his writings. Compare c. i. ‘ Vel quia et haec uetera futura 
quandoque sunt et necessaria posteris, si in praesenti suo tempore 
minori deputantur auctoritati, propter praesumptam uenerationem 
antiquitatis’; with Apol. 19, ‘auctoritatem summa antiquitas 
uindicat’; and De Virg. Vel. 2, ‘sed nolo interim hune morem 
ueritati deputare. Lastly, we may note the word ‘instrumentum’ 
in one of the various senses in which Tertullian loves to use it; 
c. i, ‘ad instrumentum Ecclesiae deputamus’: compare especially 
De Cor. 8, ‘per communia ista instrumenta exhibitionis humanae’; 
and for other examples both of this word and of ‘deputari’ see 
Holsten’s note on Perpet. c. 1. : 

Two phrases which, although they occur in earlier Latin writers, 
are conspicuously characteristic of Tertullian are also to be found 
in our author. The first of these is ‘uiderit, ‘let him see to it,’ 
in dismissing somewhat contemptuously an opponent with whom 
it is not worth while to argue. Thus in c. i. we have: ‘Sed 
uiderint qui unam uirtutem...’; of those who deny the variety of 
the Spirit's manifestations in all ages of the Church. Compare 
Ad Scap. 4, ‘ Viderint qui sectam mentiuntur, and see Oehler’s note 
on De Cor. 18, where many examples are collected. The second is 
the absolute use of ‘si forte,’ in the sense of ‘if at all’; compare 
c. xvill. ‘si forte, gaudio pauentes, non timore,’ with Ad Mart. i. 
ad fin., and see Oehler’s note on De Cor. 5. 

Our enquiry is rendered more difficult by the want of any 
piece of sustained historical narration in Tertullian’s recognised 
works, which might have given us an opportunity of observing his 
method of telling a plain straightforward story. Wherever we 
open him we feel that we meet with the rhetorician, passionately 
in earnest but always pleading a cause. On the other hand, even 
in our short and simple narrative we have touches of rhetoric which 
form a strong contrast to the quiet naturalness of Perpetua’s own 
style. These come out from time to time in the narrator’s com- 
ments on the incidents which he relates. Thus, at the very outset 
of his own narration, in speaking of the death of Secundulus in 
prison he makes the remark: ‘non sine gratia, ut bestias lucraretur. 
gladium tamen etsi non anima, certe caro elus agnouit’.’ With 
this special use of ‘lucrari’ we may compare De Res. 42: ‘Quis 

1 See the notes on this passage, pp. 82 f. 
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enim non desiderabit dum in carne est, superinduere immortali- 
tatem et continuare uitam lucrifacta morte per uicariam demuta- 
tionem?’ With the second clause compare Ad Mart. 4: ‘Timebit 
forsitan caro gladium,’ &c.; and later on in the same chapter: ‘Orna- 
mentum enim et gloria deputabitur maiore quidem titulo, si 
anima potius cesserit plagis, quam corpus.’ 

The same characteristic is observable as the narrative proceeds, 
and it is specially to be noticed in the rhetorical contrasts employed 
in speaking of Felicitas, in c. xviii.: ‘Saluam se peperisse gaudens 
ut ad bestias pugnaret, a sanguine in sanguinem, ab obstetrice 
ad retiarium, lotura post partum baptismo secundo. The Second 
Baptism, to which our author again rhetorically alludes in c. xxi., 
is so frequently spoken of by Tertullian that it would be super- 
fluous to collect illustrations of it}. 

I cannot help quoting in this connection the epigrammatic 
comment, ‘Agnouit iniustitia iustitiam, which is rendered the 
more striking by the use of the rare word ‘iniustitia.. The com- 
ment on the eagerness of Saturninus to be exposed to all the 
beasts, ‘ut scilicet gloriosiorem gestaret coronam,’ may be com- 
pared with Ad Scap. 4: ‘sed maiora certamina, maiora praemia,’ 
That on the provision of a mad cow contrary to custom in the 
arena, ‘diabolus praeparauit, sexui earum etiam de bestia aemu- 
latus,’ is curiously parallel to the opening sentence of the treatise 
Adv. Praxean: ‘ Varie diabolus aemulatus est ueritatem.’ 

The play upon words in c. xxi. to which we have already 
alluded (p. 8), where the author puts a new and unexpected 
meaning into the taunting shout of the multitude in the amphi- 
theatre, is very like Tertullian’s irony in Ad Scap. 3: ‘Cum 
de areis sepulturarum nostrarum adclamassent: Areae non sint! 
areae ipsorum non fuerunt. 

At last the orator breaks out in the noble peroration: ‘O 
fortissimi ac beatissimi Martyres! O uere uocati et electi in 
gloriam Domini nostri Iesu Christi!’ The second of these clauses 
has been already illustrated from Tertullian (p. 50), and we may 
add to the passages there quoted De Bapt. 16, where we have the 
same words applied to Martyrs in speaking of the Second Baptism: 
‘proinde nos facere aqua uocatos, sanguine electos.’ It is interest- 

1 Cf. Oehler on Apol. 50. 
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ing also to note that ‘fortissima Martyr’ is the very epithet 
applied to Perpetua in De Anima 55°. 

I must now close this investigation with a few parallels of 
words and phrases, given in the briefest possible form. I do not 
of course pretend that they are peculiar to our author and 
Tertullian, or that they would prove anything by themselves; but 
they are useful as supplementary evidence of the harmony of lan- 
guage and thought which we have already found to exist between 
them. I need scarcely acknowledge my indebtedness to Oehler’s 
valuable Index, and to Ronsch’s Jtala und Vulgata. 

ci. Se uetera fider exempla, &c. (cf. c. xxi. haec non minora 
ueteribus exemplis). 

De Fuga 2. Exempla in scripturis signata demonstrant (e.g. 
Saul, Phygellus and Hermogenes). Ibid. 3. Cum ergo et haec 
exempla magis in persecutionibus eueniant. 

In literis sunt digesta...digerantur...necessario et digerimus. 

Ad Natt. ii. 1. Ex omnibus retro digestis (and Oehler’s note : 
‘digerere et digestum Tertulliano usitatissima sunt uocabula’). 
De Bapt. 1. Non erit otiosum digestum istud, instruens tam eos, 
&c. (In the Classical use of these words the idea of orderly 
arrangement generally prevails.) 

Quast repraesentatione rerum. 

De Jejun. 13. Ipsa repraesentatio totius nominis Christian 
(of a Universal Council). De Praescr. 36. Ihpsae authenticae 
litterae eorum (sc. apostolorum) recitantur, sonantes uocem et 
repraesentantes faciem uniusculusque (where the general sense is 
the same as here). Cf. also De Res. 17. 

Pro aetatibus temporum...in ultima saeculi spatia. 

Adv. Jud. 1. Noster uero minor aetate temporum intellegatur, 
utpote in ultimo saeculi spatio, &c. 

Noussimora. Cf. Tertullian’s forms, ‘extremior, ‘extremis- 


1 *Quomodo Perpetua fortissima Martyr sub die passionis in reuelatione para- 
disi solos illic commartyres suos uidit,’ &c. Tertullian has been accused of a 
mistake in this passage, which he could scarcely have made had he been himself 
the editor of the Visions: namely, that of confounding the Vision of Saturus with 
that of Perpetua. But, in truth, he is strictly correct: for Saturus saw others 
beside Martyrs in Paradise: whereas Perpetua speaks only of the ‘ candidati milia 
multa’ in the Garden at the top of the Ladder: and these obviously were ‘ only 
fellow-martyrs.’ 
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simus,’ ‘postremissimus’; and Ronsch, J. und V., 278, 280, where 
instances are given from other writers of these provincial 
formations. 

Omnia donatiua administrans in omnibus. 

Adv. Marc. 8. Donatiua, quae charismata dicimus. 

De Res. 47, ‘Donatiuum autem Dei uita aeterna.’ 

Siue in martyrum siue in reuelationum dignatione. 

Adv. Iud. 1. Per gratiam primae dignationis in lege...gratiam 
diuinae dignationis consequitur. 

De Patient. 11. Gratulari et gaudere nos docet dignatione 
diuinae castigationis (cf. c. xviii. ad fin., of our Martyrdom). 

c. xvi. Ad supplementum tantae gloriae describendae. 

Adv. Marc. iv. 16. Plane haec Christus adiecerit ut supple- 
menta consentanea disciplinae Creatoris. Cf. De Anima, 35. 

ce. xvii. Pridie quoque cwm illam cenam ultimam, quam liberam 
uocant, quantum in upsis erat non cenam liberam, sed agapen cena- 
rent. 

Apol. 42. Non in publico Liberalibus discumbo, quod bestiariis 
supremam cenantibus mos est. 

Ibid. 39 (in reference to the ‘agape’). Vt qui non tam cenam 
cenauerint quam disciplinam. 

c. xx. Ad uelamentum femoris reduxit. 

De Fuga, 6. Ad uelamentum timiditatis suae utuntur. 

Apol. 36. Ad uelamentum sui potest fungi. 

Ady. Val. 16. Velamentum sibi obduxit. (The word is not a 
common one, and its use in classical writers is quite different.) 

c. xxl. Ad summam. 

Adv. Marc. v.17. Ad summam subiungens. 

Ante 1am osculati muicem, ut martyrium per solemma pacis 
consummarent, 

De Orat. 18. Quae oratio cum diuortio sancti osculi integra?... 
Quale sacrificium est a quo sine. pace receditur ? 


This investigation might doubtless be carried further by one 
who had a more intimate acquaintance with the writings of 
Tertullian than my cursory reading allows me to claim: but 
I cherish the hope that I have done enough to render it in the 
highest degree probable that we have in this beautiful Martyr- 
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dom a genuine addition to the hitherto recognised works of 
the great master. It is hard indeed to force oneself to imagine 
another such writer, living at the same time and in the same 
Church, filled with the same Montanistic fervour, delighting in the 
same legal phraseology, able to wield the same passionate rhetoric 
to the same good purposes, even making the same confusions 
in his Scriptural quotations; who yet must be distinguished from 
Tertullian himself; and that, forsooth, only because tradition has 
assigned to him no name. 

An argument of this kind will appeal with different degrees of 
force to different minds. I would beg any one who desires to 
estimate it fairly to read over again Tertullian’s De Patventra, and 
to ask himself whether it does not gain a new meaning and beauty 
if we suppose that its author had already written the story of 
Perpetua. I would especially call attention to the following 
passages : 

c. 7. Nihil enim nostrum, quoniam Dei omnia, cuius ipsi 
quoque nos. 

Quis enim ab alio secari omnino non sustinens ipse ferrum in 
corpore suo ducit ? 

c. 9. Christum laedimus cum euocatos quosque ab illo quasi 
miserandos non aequanimiter accipimus. 

c.10. Nos utres (v. /. putres), uasa fictilia. 

c. 11. Quin insuper gratulari et gaudere nos docet dignatione 
diuinae castigationis. 

c. 18. Carnis patientia in persecutionibus denique proeliatur... 
si et carcer praeueniat, caro in uinculis, caro in ligno, caro in 
solo et in illa paupertate lucis, et in illa patientia (v. 2. penuria) 
mundi, cum uero producitur ad experimentum felicitatis, ad 
occasionem secundae iIntinctionis, ad ipsum diuinae sedis ascensum, 
nulla plus illic quam patientia corporis. 

Almost every phrase here quoted has its parallel, in thought if 
not in word, in our Martyrdom: and many smaller coincidences 
might be collected. But the whole feeling of the piece is of. more 
importance than its phraseology. Patience, he tells us at the close 
(c. 15), ‘temptationes inculcat, scandala pellit, martyria consum- 
mat.’ And then he draws her portrait; and did he not draw it 
from the life? Was he not thinking of her whose one prayer at 
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her baptism had been at the Spirit’s bidding for this very Patience? 
Had he not in view the scene in the amphitheatre where the 
Martyrs shake their heads at the judge whom God will judge: and 
the noble picture of Perpetua herself, ‘the bride of Christ, the 
darling of God, with her bright step and flashing eye, soon to 
find herself enjoying in the Spirit the beatific vision before the 
time, and only recalled to earth to taste of pain and to point the 
clumsy sword to her own throat ? 

‘Age iam si et effigiem habitumque eius comprehendanus 
Vultus illi tranquillus et placidus, frons pura, nulla maeroris aut 
irae rugositate contracta ; remissa aeque in laetum modum super- 
cilia, oculis humilitate non infelicitate deiectis; os tacurnitatis 
honore signatum ; color qualis securis et innoxlis; motus frequens 
capitis in diabolum et minax risus; ceterum amictus circum pectora 
candidus, et corpori impressus, ut qui nec inflatur nec inquietatur: 
sedet enim in throno Spiritus eius mitissimi et mansuetissimi, qui 
non turbine glomeratur, non nubilo liuet, sed est tenerae sereni- 
tatis, apertus et simplex, quem tertio uidit Helias. Nam ubi 
Deus, ibi et alumna eius, patientia scilicet. Cum ergo Spiritus 
Dei descendit, indiuidua patientia comitatur eum.’ 


THE LATIN AND GREEK TEXTS 


OF THE 


PASSION OF 8. PERPETUA. 


PASSIO S. PERPETVAE. 


I. Si uetera fidei exempla, et Dei gratiam testificantia et 
aedificationem hominis operantia, propterea in litteris sunt 
digesta, ut lectione eorum quasi repraesentatione rerum et Deus 
honoretur et homo confortetur; cur non et noua documenta 


s5aeque utrique causae conuenientia et digerantur ? 


uel quia 


proinde et haec uetera futura quandoque sunt et necessaria pos- 
teris, si in praesenti suo tempore minori deputantur auctoritati, 


propter praesumptam uenerationem antiquitatis. 


sed uiderint 


qui unam uirtutem Spiritus unius Sancti pro aetatibus iudicent 
1o temporum: cum maiora reputanda sunt nouitiora quaeque ut 
nouissimiora, secundum exuperationem gratiae in ultima saeculi 


spatia decretam. In nourssumis enim diebus, dicit Dominus, Act.ii. 
effundam de Spiritu meo super omnem carnem, et prophetabumt 17* 


filu filraeque eorum: et super seruos et ancillas meas de meo 


Deest titulus in A. INCIPIT PASSIO SCAE FELICITATIS ET PERPETVAE B; PASSIO 
&S8. FAELICITATIS ET PERPETVAE, QVOD EST NONIS MARTIIS IN CIVITATE TURBITANA C 


1 Deest cap. I. in BC 
repensatione A 


1 Dei gratiam testificantia] Cf. Act. 
xx. 24 testificari euangelium gratiae Dei. 
8 repraesentatione] See above p. 9. 

4 et homo confortetur] The Greek has 
lost this clause; but probably it origin- 
ally had it; and, if so, we should read 
below éxarépay épyaféueva wpérecav. 

8 sed uiderint] See above p. 58. Those 
are blamed who limit the manifestations 
of the Spirit’s working: with ‘unam’ 
contrast ‘ceteras,’ p. 62, 1. 8. 

10 cum...sunt} The use of ‘cum’ with 


2 aedificatione A 
12 decretam] decreta A 


3 repraesentatione] coni. Harris; 


indic. in a causal sense is found in early 
Latin writers, and is very common in 
African Latin: see Oehler on Tert. Apol. 
1 (note n). There is no need to read 
‘sint’ with Holsten. 

11 nouissimiora] See above p. 565; 
and add ‘postremissimas’ (C. Gracchus, 
in Wordsworth’s Fragments and Speci- 
mens of early Latin p. 354). See also 
Roénsch Itala und Vulgata pp. 277 ff. 

12 decretam] The Greek suggests either 
this or perhaps ‘decretae,’ instead of the 


MAPTYPION TIEPTTETOYAC. 


Mapruptov ris ayias Ileprerovas xa rav ovv ary TreAkewlevtwy ev 
Adpixy’ tH mpd Tecodpwv vovav Pevpovapiuv. EvAdynvov. 
"Esl Ovarepsavov cal Tarinvod Simypos éyévero, ev @ éwap- 

, ed , e U , 
TUpnoay oi Aytor Yatupos, Varoupviros, ‘Peovxaros, [eprerova, 
@ndxnrarn, vovars Pevpovapiars. 5 

I. Ed ra wadasta rhs wicrews Sdypata, cai Sdf€av Oeod 
davepodvta Kal oixodouny avOpwrois atrotedodyta, Sia. TovrTd 
dot yeypaypéva, iva TH avayvece: avTaY ws Tapoveia TOV 

ad 4 @ \ ¢ @ \ 50 On 5 4 \ \ \ \ 
TpaywaTwov xypwpeba kai 0 Oeos SofacOH, Stati py Kal Ta Kawa 
mapadeiypata, ate 8) éxatepa épyalopeva whérevav, WoavTas 10 
ypady mapadobein; 7 yap ta viv mpayOévta ov thy avrny 
mappnolav éyer, émel Soxet mws elvar Ta apyaia cepvorepa; 
mAnv Kal tadta Votepoy Tote yevoweva Takata, Woav’Tas Tois 

bd e A , 9 nA \ 4 3 2 WwW 

pe? nas yevnoetat nal avayxaia Kal Tima. adr dYwvTaL 
olrwves play Svvayiw évds ayiov mvevpatos Kata Tas nALKias 
xplvovet Tov xpoverv' dre 8) Suvatrwrepa et voeicOar ra 
Kawotepa, as @yovta avEavopévns THS YapiTos THS els TA TEXAN 
TOV Kalpav émnyyedmevns. “EN écydtaic ydp Hmépaic, Aérel 6 
Kyploc, ékyead Amd Toy tINeYMaTéC MOY ETT! TIACAN CApKa, Kal 
TIPOMHTEYCOYCIN Of YIOl YM@N Kal al @yraTepec YM@N* Kal Oi 20 


Ln} 


5 


3 yatwoi 6 elrajelra  dbypuara] forsan wapadelyuara 7 gavepobvrat 
11 rapadobeis 16 dh] de 17 &xovra] foxara coni. Gebh. 18 éwnyyetd- 


pévns 


reading of A, ‘decreta.’ Final ‘m’ is from Act. ii. 17 f. see above pp. 47 f. 

very frequently omitted in this MS.,e.g. See also pp. 49 ff. for various parallels 

‘aedificatione’ 1. 2. between the whole of this prefatory sec- 
12 in nouissimis] On the quotation tion and Tertullian’s works, 
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perseueraret: Pater, inquam, uides, uerbi gratia, uas hoc iacens, 


urceolum siue aliud? et dixit: Video. 


et ego dixi ei: Num- 


quid alio nomine uocari potest, quam quod est? et ait: Non. 
Sic et ego aliud me dicere non possum, nisi quod sum, Christiana. 
stunc pater motus hoc uerbo mittit se in me, ut oculos mihi 
erueret: sed uexauit tantum, et profecto est uictus cum argu- 


mentis diaboli. 


Domino gratias egi, et refrigeraui absentia illius. 


tunc paucis diebus quod caruissem patrem, 


in ipso 


spatio paucorum dierum baptizati sumus: et mihi Spiritus 
ro dictauit non aliud petendum ab aqua, nisi sufferentiam carnis. 
post paucos dies recipimur in carcerem: et expaui, quia num- 


quam experta eram tales tenebras, 
ualidus turbarum beneficio, concussurae militum. 


o diem asperum! aestus 
nouissime 


macerabar sollicitudine infantis ibi. tunc Tertius et Pomponius, 
1s benedicti diaconi qui nobis ministrabant, constituerunt praemio 
ut paucis horis emissi in meliorem locum carceris refrigeraremus. 
tunc exeuntes de carcere uniuersi sibi uacabant: ego infantem 
lactabam iam inedia defectum. sollicita pro eo adloquebar 
matrem et confortabam fratrem, commendabam filium. .tabes- 


20 cebam ideo quod illos tabescere uideram mei beneficio. 


tales 


sollicitudines multis diebus passa sum: et usurpaui ut mecum 
infans in carcere maneret; et statim conualui et releuata sum a 


uidens B 
5 motus]+in B 


1 inquit A 
ait} dixit B 
profecto] profectus BC 


3 quam quod est] C; quam quid est B; om. A 
misit B 
8 deoB 


6 euerteret B - uexauero B 
refrigeraui] conieci ; refrigerauit A ; 


refrigerata sum BC 9 et mihi] mihi autem B 10 non) nihil B ab] 
in B sufferentia B 12 tales experta eram B estus ualidus A; estos 
ualidos B 13 concussure A; concussura B nouissimo B 15 con- 


stituerunt praemium C; continuerunt premium B 
_ 18 pro} de B 
illos] illo A 


refrigeremur B 
20 om. ideo B 


1, 13) missi B 
B; fratri C 


6 cum argumentis diaboli] Holsten 
quotes ‘Antonius in vit, Simeonis styl. 6 
cum signum crucis fecisset, continuo 
diabolus nusquam comparuit, cum argu- 
mento suo euanuit: Anastas. Biblioth. 
[Lib. Pontif.] in Benedicto III. carmen 
uicit ac mundi principem et omnia eius 
argumenta nequissima.’ 

7 caruissem patrem] The acc. after 
‘carere’ is found in Plautus and in late 


16 ut]+ hii A (cf. p. 62, 
19 fratrem] matrem 
meo benefitio cum segq. B 


writers: cf. Rénsch I. und V. pp. 414 f. 

8 refrigeraui] I have restored this 
from a comparison of 1. 16 ‘refrige- 
raremus’; p. 74, l. 16, p. 82,1. 8. One 
corruption gave ‘refrigerauit’ (A), mak- 
ing ‘absentia’ the nominative; another 
changed ‘refrigeraui’ into ‘refrigerata 
sum’ (BC). Comp. the change to the 
passive in B in 1. 16, 

10 ab aqua] For the first prayer after 


PASSIO S. PERPETVAE. 


TpoKkewevns oporoyias éxmecetv' Kayo mpos avrov: IIdrep, 
epnv, Opds Aéyou yapw oxedos Kelpevov 7 GAO TL TOV 
TovovT@V; Kakelvos amexplOn: ‘Opa. Kayd" “AXXO ovopater 
avTo wn Oémis; ovdé Svvapas, ef pt) O elpi, Tovréore ype- 
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oTlavy. TOTE 6 TaTnp pov TapayGels TedE TE AOYO ETrEAOOY 5 


nOérnoev Tors opOarpovs pou éFopvEau- erevta povov Kpakas, 
cEnrOev vixnbels peta trav rod svaBorov pnxaver. TéTe 
Odlyas Nuépas atroonuncavros avTov, nuyapiotnca T@ Kupio, 
kat hoOnv amovros avrov' Kal év avtais tais nuépass éBa- 
mricOnpev’ Kat ene varnyopevoev TO Trvedpa TO Aytov undev ado 
aitnaacOat ams tov bdatos tov Bamticpatos ef py capKos 
UTropovny. peta dé drlyas jyépas EBANOnuev eis durNaKNY, Kat 
éEevicOnv: ov yap tawroTe ToLovTOY éwpaKey aKoTOS* ws Sewn 
nuépav Kadpa Te chodpov: Kal yap avOpdrav wAHGos Av éxet 
Garros Te Kal orpatiwrav oveopavtiats mrelotais’ pe a 81 
TavTa KaTeTrovovpnv dia TO vnmiov réxvoy. Tore Téprios Kal 
lToprovios, evrAoynpévos Staxovose of Sunkovovy nuiv, tiywas Sovres 
émoincay nds eis nwepstepov réov ths puraKnns weTayOnvat. 
TOTE avaTrvons éTrvyouev, Kal 8) Exacrot mpocayGévtes éayo- 


oo 


fe) 


Navov éautois' Kal ro Bpédos jvéxOn mpds pe, nal émedidovv 20 


avT@ yada, 7dn avyp@ papavbév: TH wntpl mpoceAdrovr, TOV 
adeAPov TpoeTpeTrouny, TO vATrLOv TapeTLOgunv: éernxouny Sé Ort 
EOewpour avtovs b:' ewe AvTroupEevous’ OVTwS TrEeplAVTFOS TAELTTAIS 
nuepais ova, WTnoa Kal TO Bpépos ev TH hurany per €uovd 
Bevery’ Kxaxeivo avédaBev kal eyo éxoudicOnv amo avias kal 


6 pdvny 12 éxAHO2per 13 ws] & coni. Gebh, 17 wraprdbvcos 


25 


24 4Onoa 


Baptism, cf. Tert. de Bapt.20. MrM.R. 
James gives me the following quotation 
from the unpublished Acts of Xanthippe 
and Polyxena: 6ép@pov ovv raxvd avacraca 
NaBe 70 ayrov Bdwrricpa Kal alrnoa &y ry 
Barrlopart pucOjval ce trav Tod Spaxovros 
maylowy. 

13 concussurae militum] The Greek 
translation takes this in the technical 
sense of unjust accusation for the sake 
of extortion: cf. Tert. ad Scap. 4 con- 
cussione eius intellecta; and de Fuga 12 
miles concutit (cf. 13 ad init.). But the 
context seems here to require the sense 


R. 


of ‘rough treatment,’ though perhaps 
with a view to extortion; cf. ‘constitu- 
erunt praemio’ below. 

14 ibi. tunc] I have retained the 
punctuation of Cod. A. 

22 conualui] ‘conualuit’ has been 
suggested to correspond with the Greek. 
But in this case weshould have to suppose 
that the ‘t’ was lost independently in 
both lines of the Latin text. Moreover 
we should introduce a harsh change of 
the subject, such as the Greek translation 
has endeavoured to modify by the addi- 
tion of éxeivo. 


5 
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labore et sollicitudine infantis: et factus est mihi carcer subito 
praetorium, ut ibi mallem essem quam alicubi. 
IV. Tune dixit mihi frater meus: Domina soror, iam in 
magna dignatione es, tanta ut postules uisionem et ostendatur 
stibi an passio sit an commeatus. et ego quae me sciebam 
fabulari cum Domino, cuius beneficio tanta experta eram, 
fidenter repromisi ei, dicens: Crastina die tibi renuntiabo. et 
postulaui, et ostensum est mihi hoc. uideo scalam aeream 
mirae magnitudinis pertingentem usque ad caelum, et an- 
1ogustam, per quam nonnisi singuli ascendere possent: et in 
lateribus scalae omne genus ferramentorum infixum. erant 
ibi gladii, lanceae, hami, macherae: ut, si quis neglegenter aut 
non sursum adtendens ascenderet, laniaretur et carnes eius 
inhaererent ferramentis. et erat sub ipsa scala draco cubans 
1g Mirae magnitudinis, qui ascendentibus insidias praestabat, et 
exterrebat ne ascenderent. ascendit autem Saturus prior, qui 
postea se propter nos ultro tradiderat, quia ipse nos aedifica- 
uerat, et tunc cum adducti sumus praesens non fuerat. et 
peruenit in caput scalae, et conuertit se et dixit mihi: 
ao Perpetua, sustineo te: sed uide ne te mordeat draco ille. et 
dixi ego: Non me nocebit in nomine Iesu Christi. et desub 


1 subito] quasi B 2 esse B alibi BC 8 frater] pater B 4 dig- 
nitate BO (Ruin.) tanta] et tantese es B 6 beneficio] C (Ruin.); bene- 
floia A; benefitia B 7 fidens B repromissa ei B; repromissionibus eius 
O (Ruin.) 8 aeream]O; auream B; om. A 9 et) + ita B 10 om. 
per B ascendi A 11 erat ibi gladium, lanceam, machere B 12 hami] 
ami A; om. B 18 ascendens adtenderet BO (+ et B) 14 inhaererent] 
+ in B 15 praestabat] parabat BC 17 ultraB quia ipse nos 
aedificauerat] C; qui ipse nos edificauerat B; om. A 18 et (pr.)] ut BOC 
adducti] adprehensi BC 19 injJad B conuertit] BC ; euertit A se] 
+ad mo BO 20 om, te (sec.) B om. ille B 21 non me] nemo B 
nomine] + domini BC et] + draco © 


2 praetorium] The sentence gains a mallem essem] I have restored ‘es- 
new point when we think of the Mar- sem’ from Cod. A. Cf. Cic. ad Fam. 
tyrs as confined in the ‘career’ of the vu. 14 mallem...cognoscerem (s0 Klotz; 
‘praetorium’; see above, p. 5. The re- earlier edd. read ‘cognoscere'). For 
mains of the Proconsular palace on the other examples see Roby § 1608. 

Byrsa are still to be traced: see Tissot 5 commeatus] A military term, mean- 
Géogr. de UAfrique romaine vol. 1. pp. ing ‘leave to come and go’; here ‘re- 
649 ff. lease’: see Holsten's note. The Greek 
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movou, Kal idovd 7 guvdax7 éuod yéyovey mrpasrdpiov, bs madrdédv 
pe éxet OérXew elvat, eat ovK ddAdXayod. 
IV. Tére elvrév pot 6 aderdds' Kupla aderdy, 4dn év 


peyarp akidpar. vrdapxes, TocavTn ovoa ws eb aitnoeas 
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9 
omtacias omraciay AdBos av eis TO SevyOjvai cou elrep 5 


avaBornv exes 7) TaGeiv pédrels. KAYO HrLs YOew pe 6utdodcay 
Ge@, od ye 8) tooavras evepyertas elyov, miarews WANPNS ova, 
emnyyetANauny avT@ eitrovaa’ Avp.ov cot aTrayyeAo. nTnoapnv 
dé, nal éSelyOn por rodro’ eldov KrAlpaxa yarknv Oavpacrod 
PnKOUS’ Hs TO pHKos Aypis ovpavod’ orevn Sé Hv ws undéva bi’ 
au7ns SivacOat ei un povayov eva avaBnvac’ é€ éxatépwv Se trav 
TNS KAipwaKos pepOy may eldos Hv éumemnypevoyv éxet Eupar, 
dopatwv, ayxiotpav, payatpav, oBericxwv’ Wvamas 6 avaBaivev 
aperos kal pn avaBrérrwv Trois axovtiows Tas oapKas oTrapayOeln’ 
yy O€ UT’ avtn TH KNipwaxe Spaxwv vrreppeyéOns, 8s 57 Tovs ava- 
Baivovras évndpevev, éxOayBav orras pn ToApadow avaBaiver. 
avéBn 5€ 6 Yatupos’ os 8n vorepoy Sv nuds éexwov rrapédwxev 
éauTov"’ avTov yap Kal oixodoyn huev’ GAN ote cuveAnpOnpev 
anv. Ws ovY TrpPOS TO GKpOV THS KAimaKos Trapeyévero, eoTpagn, 
cat elmrev’ Ileprerova, wepysévw oe’ adda BréErre 7 oe 6 Spaxwv 
daxyn* Kai elroy’ Ov pn pe Bran, év dvopats Incod Xpiorod. 
Kal viroKadTwo THS KriwaKos wael hoBovpevds pe Npéma THY 

6 arts] alrets 


9 K\fjua Kaxadkhy 12 KAhparos 


138 ayxlorpwy 


20 


dvaBodyy is wrong, conveying only the 
idea of deferred punishment. 

6 cuius beneficio] Cf. ‘turbarum bene- 
ficio’ and ‘mei beneficio’ just above: 
and for Perpetua’s fondness for repeat- 
ing a phrase see above, p. 45. This 
reading leaves ‘experta eram’ the same 
sense of ‘experiencing hardship’ as 
above, p. 64, 1. 12. 

8 scalam aeream] Our authorities 
vary between ‘aeream’ and ‘auream.’ 
The best of them (A) omits the epithet 
altogether. B has ‘auream’; C (with g) 
‘aeream.’ The Short Latin MSS. pre- 
sent the same uncertainty. Aubé, edit- 
ing from several Paris MSS., has simply 


‘scalam erectam’: the texts printed by 
Pillet have ‘aeream’ as well: Holsten 
gives a somewhat abbreviated form 
from Petrus Calo, and this, as well as 
a yet briefer form which follows it in his 
edition, has ‘auream.’ The account in 
the Basilian Menology (see above, p. 22) 
has oxaday xadxnv. On the whole there- 
fore the evidence is in favour of ‘ae- 
ream.’ A friend has suggested to me 
‘aeriam’: but either of the other epi- 
thets suits the context well enough. 

13 carnes eius] Cp. Ep. Vien. et Lugd. 
(Eus. H.E, v. 1, 24) where ray ownarwy 
is used of a single martyr. 
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ipsa scala, quasi timens me, lente eiecit caput: et quasi 
primum gradum calcarem, calcaui illi caput. et ascendi, et uidi 
spatium immensum horti, et in medio sedentem hominem 
canum, in habitu pastoris, grandem, oues mulgentem: et cir- 
5 cumstantes candidati milia multa. et leuauit caput et aspexit 
me, et dixit mihi: Bene uenisti, tegnon. et clamauit me, et de 
caseo quod mulgebat dedit mihi quasi buccellam; et ego accepi 
junctis manibus, et manducaui: et uniuersi circumstantes dixe- 
runt Amen. et ad sonum uocis experrecta sum, commanducans 
roadhuc dulcis nescio quid. et retuli statim fratri meo, et intel- 
leximus passionem esse futuram: et coepimus nullam iam spem 
in saeculo habere. 
V. Post paucos dies rumor cucurrit ut audiremur. super- 
uenit autem et de ciuitate pater meus, consumptus taedio: et 
15 ascendit ad me, ut me deiceret, dicens: Miserere, filia, canis meis ; 
miserere patri, si dignus sum a te pater uocar1 ; si his te manibus 
ad hunc florem aetatis prouexi; si te praeposui omnibus fratri- 
bus tuis: ne me dederis in dedecus hominum. spice fratres 
tuos: aspice matrem tuam et materteram: aspice filium tuum, 
20 qui post te uiuere non poterit. depone animos; ne uniuersos 
nos extermines: nemo enim nostrum libere loquetur, si tu 
aliquid fueris passa. haec dicebat pater pro sua pietate, 
basians mihi manus, et se ad pedes meos iactans: et lacrymis 


1 om. ipsa B eiecit] eleuauit BC quasi (sec.)] cum BO 2 calca- 
rem] calcassem B illi] illius C 4 canum] sanum A 5 candidatos 
BC 6 om. me (pr.) B uenies tegnum B 9 om. uocis A 
sum] + et B 10 adhuc dulcis] (Ruin.); adhuc dulci B; om. A om. et 
(pr.) B om. et (sec.) B 11 nullam] nulla A cepimus iam nullam B 
18 ut] quod B 13, 14 superuenit autem et] et superuenit B 14 om. et 
(sec.) A 15 miserere filia canis meis] miserere filia patri C; filia miserere 
patri B 16 patri] patris A; canis meis B ajad B 17 om. ad hune B 
proposui B 18 dedecus] opproprium B 18,19 aspice fratres— 
filium] A; aspice ad fratres tuos, aspice ad fillum B 20 potest B 20, 21 
ne uniuersos nos extermines] et noli nos uniuersos exterminare BC 21 om. 
enim B loquitur B 22 feceris B dicebat]+ quasi B 28 lacrymis 
me] iam Jacrimans B ; etiam lacrimans C 


2 calcaui illi caput] The mosaic woman holding a palm and treading 
pavement of a Basilica, which is sup-- upon a serpent; of. Tissot ibid. vol. m. 
posed to be that mentioned by Victor  p. 805. 

Vitensis (see above, p. 22), represents a 5 candidati] This reading (A) is sup- 
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Kepadnv mpoonveyxev’ Kai ws els Tov TpaTov BaOpov nOérAnoa 


>] A \ . 9 A b ‘ 
emiPnvat, Thy Keharnv avrTov éraryaa. 


\ 9 9 A a 
Kat eldov éxet KHTrov 


, \ 9 / A , wv \ / 
Héyltoroy, Kal év weow TOU KHTTOUV avOpwrov TrodLoY KaOEComevoY 
Totmevos oxnpa Exovra vareppeyéOn, Ss AApevye Ta mpoBaTa’ 
Teplelatnkercay 5€ avT@ TodAal yidiades AEvyespovovvTwY’' 5 


érrapas 5& thv Kepadrnv éBedcaro pe kal elev’ Kadois eAnrvOas, 


TEKVOD. 


a a / 
kal éxadeoév pe, Kal éx TOU TUpOD ov AApeuyey EdwKEV 


por woel Ywputov’ Kal éxaBov Cevkaca tds xeipds pov xal 


” : \ 9 t € A x 9 , 
epayoy’ Kal el7ray TavtTes ot Tapeot@Tes’ Apmny. 


\ \ 
Kal pos TOV 


nhyov THs hovns éeEvavicOnv ett ti Tote pacw@pévyn yAUKU' Kal 10 


evbéws Sinynodunv tO aderAd@ Kal evonocapev OTe Séor Taeiv: 
cal np~apny Extote pndepiav érrrida ev TO aidrt ToUT@ eyeuv. 
V. Mera &€ nyépas orjtyas éyvopev wédArELY Has aKxovaOn- 


cecOat’ tapeyévero Sé Kal 6 TaTHp éx THS TOAANS atrodnplas 
papatvopevos, Kal avéBn pos we TpoTpETTOpmEvos pe KaTaBaneip, 15 
Aéywv' Ovyarep, éXénoov tas trodtas pou’ éAénoov TOY TaTépa 
cou, elrrep aEvos eiuedvouacOnvas Tatnp cou’ pyncOnre OTe TaAis 
yepoly TavTais mpos TO ToLodToy avOos TAS HALKias avnyaydv 
oe’ Kal Tpoetkounv oe UIrép TOs adeAho’s Gov" Opa THY onV 

/ ‘ \ A / 2} 4 16 Q e/ De) \ 
pntépa Kat Thy THs uNnTpos cov adergny, ide Tov vioy Gov O¢ ETA 20 
aé fnv ov Svvatar’ amdOov tovs Oupovs Kal pn nas mavTas 
bd , A 9 \ \ e A \ / / 27 ( 
éEoroPpevans’ ovdels yap NuOY peTa Trappnaias NaANCEL, Eav Th 
col cupBH. Tadra érXeyev WS TATHP KATA THY T@Y yovéwy evvolay’ 
Kal KaTepirer pou Tas yelpas Kal éauTov Eppitrrev EutrpocOev TAY 
Too@y pov Kal émridaxpvwy ovKéTe pe Ouvyatépa adda KupLay 25 


5 dEevexXnMovovouyT wy 


ported by the Greek version, which like- 
wise makes a new sentence, instead of 
giving another acc. case as BC. For 
Similar instances where the verb is 
omitted, cf. p. 72, 1.13 et uulnus in facie 
&c., and p. 74, 1.8 et super margine 
fiala aurea plena aqua. 

8 dixerunt Amen] That the action 
at this point is at least partly Eucha- 
ristic is suggested by this phrase: but I 
do not know of any instance in which 
the ‘Amen’ at the reception is said by 
any but the recipient. Cf. Tert. de 


1l  évvohocapev 


Spectac. 25, with Oehler’s note. Milk 
and honey were given immediately after 
Baptism, and sometimes with the first 
Communion (Oehler on Tert. de Coron. 
3, note h). ‘Iunctis manibus’ is the 
natural action to catch the dripping 
morsel. On the whole question of the 
Elements in the Eucharist see Harnack’s 
Brod und Wasser (Texte und Unters. v11. 
2, pp. 117 ff.). 

15 ascendit] For the local allusion see 
note on ‘praetorium’ above, p. 66, 1. 2. 
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me non filiam nominabat, sed dominam. et ego dolebam 
causam patris mei, quod solus de passione mea gauisurus non 
esset de toto genere meo; et confortaui eum, dicens: Hoc fiet 
in illa catasta quod Deus uoluerit: scito enim nos non in nostra 

5 esse potestate constitutos, sed in Dei. et recessit a me con- 
tristatus. 

VI. Alio die cum pranderemus, subito rapti sumus ut 
audiremur : et peruenimus ad forum. rumor statim per uicinas 
fori partes cucurrit, et factus est populus immensus. ascen- 

10 dimus in catastam. interrogati ceteri confessi sunt. uentum 
est et ad me. et apparuit pater ilico cum filio meo, et extraxit 
me de gradu, supplicans: Miserere infanti. et Hilarianus 
procurator, qui tunc loco proconsulis Minuci Timiniani defuncti 
ius gladii acceperat: Parce, inquit, canis patris tul: parce 

13 infantiae pueri. fac sacrum pro salute Imperatorum. et ego 
respondi: Non facio. Hilarianus, Christiana es? inquit. et 
ego respondi: Christiana sum. et cum staret pater ad me 
deiciendam, iussus est ab Hilariano deici, et uirga percussit. 
et doluit mihi casus patris mei, quasi ego fulssem percussa: 

2o sic dolui pro senecta eius misera. tunc nos uniuersos pronun- 
tiat, et damnat ad bestias: et hilares descendimus ad carcerem. 
tunc quia consueuerat a me infans mammas accipere, et mecum 
in carcere manere, statim mitto ad patrem Pomponium diaconum, 
1 nominabat sed dominam] sed dominam me uocabat B dominam] 

domina A om. et B 2 causam] canos B 4 casta B quod 

deus] quodns B 4,5 non in—dei] in dei non in nostra potestate futuros B 

5 me] + pater B 8 om. et B 9 partes fori B 9,10 et ascen- 

dimus catastam B 10 in catasta A 11 pater ilico] ibi pater B 

12 gradu]+et dixit B infanti] canos meos BC (Ruin.) helarianus 

B 13 loco] in locum BC defuncti proconsulis minutii teminiani B 

14 dixit parce canos B 16 fatiam et helarianus, ergo christiana es? et ego B 

17 cum staret] contemptaret B om, ad B 18 elariano B deici) proici 

' &B peroussit] percussus est BC 20 dolui] mihi doluit B; enim dolui C 


misera] Miser cum seqq. B uniuersos nos B 22 mammam B 23 pom- 
pinianum BO 


1 sed dominam] Cf. ‘domina soror,’ 4 quod Deus uoluerit] Cf. Acta Mon- 
p. 66, 1. 3. This title of respect is tani 12 (Ruin. p. 234) credebat id fieri 
given to brothers and sons in funeral quod Deus uellet. This confirms the 
inscriptions: e.g. C.I.L. Afr. 333 pomino ~— reading ‘Deus’: for other phrases in 
MEO FRATRI, and 2862 FILIO ET DomINo this Martyrdom are borrowed from ours. 
MEO. 12 supplicans] The Greek translator 
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érrexdnrer’ eyo dé wept THS Stabécews TOV TaTpos HAVouP, STL év 
drAp TO Cum yévet povos ovK nyadNGTo év TO eum aber. 
TwapenvOnoauny dé avroy etmovaa’ Tovro yevjcerae éy TO 
/ 3 / “A aA , € , ‘ A \ ¢, ? > A 
Bypare éxeivo [0] dav Oéryn © Kiptos’ yvoeOs yap ott ovK ev TH 
€ , b) U b) > 9» a A n 3 / ‘ \ 9» / 
nmetépa eEovaia, adr’ év tH Tov Beod ecdpeBa’ Kal éxwpicbn 5 


> 9 9» a 9 A 
amy €“ov adnovan. 


VI. Kai rh npépa ev § dpioro npraynpev iva axoveddpev' 
Kal woTrep éyevnOnuev els THY ayopav gdyyn evOVs eis TA eyryds 
wépn SinrOev, cai cvvédpapev relatos Gydos' ws 5é avéBnwev 
eis TO Bina eFetacOévtes of AovTrol Wworoynoav’ wedrXov é 10 
Kayo éEeraver Oar cal épavn éxet petra Tod Téxvou pov O TaTNp' 
Kal Katayayov we pos éautoy, elev’ “EmiOucov éXenoaca TO 


Bpédos. 


¢€ , 4 b / A A bd U 
kat ‘INXaptavos tis émitpotros, bs téTe TOU avOuTatou 


arroGavovros Muvouxiov 'Ommidvov é£ovoiay eirnder payaipas, 
Neyer por’ Deicat Tay wodsay Tod TaTpos cov’ delaas THS TOD 15 
ma.diou vnmiotTyros’ émiOvcoy vrép cwrnpias TOY avTOKpaTopwV. 


Kayo atrexpiOnv' Ou Ova. 


kai elev ‘INapiavos: Xpioctiav7 


el; xal elrov’ Xpiotiavn cis. Kal ws éorrovdaley 6 TaTHp pov 
xataBanely pe aro THS oporoylas, KeNeVcavTos ‘INaptavou é€e- 
BrAnOn* mpocére 56 Kal rH paBS@ tev Sopuddpav tes érUTrrycer 20 
avTov’ Kayo opodpa nrynoa, édhejnoaca TO ynpas avTov' TOTe 
nas Tavtas wpos Onpia xaTaxpiver. Kal yYaipovres xatinpnev 
eis hudakny. érrevdn 5é€ um éuod eOnralero TO tTratdiov, Kal 
pet enon ev tH hurany ciWOer péverv, Téumw pcs Tov TaTépa 
pov Tlopmovmoyv Siaxovoy, airotoa to Bpédos' o S€é watnp ovK 25 


4 om.o 


probably read ‘et dixit: sacrificans.’ 

13 Minuci Timiniani] On the vexed 
question of the proconsul’s name see 
Mr Harris’s Introduction, p. 9. The 
practical concurrence of Codd. A and B 
leaves no hope of further light from the 
reading of the Greek version. 

18 et uirga percussit] This reading is 
supported by the Gk érurrncey. Hither 
therefore a word has fallen out, or per- 
haps Hilarian himself losing his temper 
struck Perpetua’s father with the wand 
which he bore as judge. 

21 hilares) Possibly this is a play upon 


14 démtavod 


17 #Aaplavos 


the name Hilarianus. The contrast is 
still more striking with the reading of B: 
‘Miser tune uniuersos nos pronuntiat’; 
but this reading (though the omission of 
any epithet of yfpas in the Gk is in its 
favour) makes ‘tunc’ the second word in 
the sentence. The reading of C is not 
recorded. A play upon words has occur- 
red just before in ‘deiciendam...deici’. 

descendimus ad carcerem] This is ex- 
plained by ‘ascendimus in catastam,’ 
1. 9. But they return to the procon- 
sular prison on the Byrsa above the 
town; see above, p. 66. 
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postulans infantem. sed pater dare noluit. et quomodo Deus 
uoluit, neque ille amplius mammas desiderat, neque mihi fer- 
uorem fecerunt: ne sollicitudine infantis et dolore mammarum 
macerarer. 

5 VII. Post dies paucos, dum uniuersi oramus, subito media 
oratione profecta est mihi uox, et nominaui Dinocraten: et 
obstipui quod numquam mihi in mentem uenisset nisi tunc ; et 
dolui commemorata casus eius. et cognoui me statim dignam 
esse, et pro eo petere debere. et coepi de ipso orationem facere 

1omultum, et ingemiscere ad Dominum. continuo ipsa nocte 
ostensum est mihi hoc. uideo Dinocraten exeuntem de loco 
tenebroso, ubi et complura loca erant tenebrosa, aestuantem 
valde et sitientem, sordido uultu et colore pallido; et uulnus in 
facie elus, quod cum moreretur habuit. hic Dinocrates fuerat 

is frater meus carnalis, annorum septem, qui per infirmitatem 
facie cancerata male obiit, ita ut mors eius odio fuerit omnibus 
hominibus. pro hoc ergo orationem feceram: et inter me et 
illum grande erat diastema, ita ut uterque ad inuicem accedere 
non possemus. erat deinde in ipso loco ubi Dinocrates erat 

20 piscina plena aqua, altiorem marginem habens quam erat sta- 
tura pueri: et extendebat se Dinocrates quasi bibiturus. ego 
dolebam quod et piscina illa aquam habebat, et tamen propter 
altitudinem marginis bibiturus non esset. et experrecta sum, 
et cognoul fratrem meum laborare. sed fidebam me profuturam 

25 labori eius: et orabam pro eo omnibus diebus quousque transi- 
uimus in carcerem castrensem: munere enim castrensi eramus 


2 mamman B desiderauit B 3 effecerunt B et dolore] aut 
dolorem Bb 4 maceraret A*B 5 subito ante dum B Oremus B 
6 profecta] prolatum B om, uox B nomina, Vidicraten A; nomina, 
Vidinograte B 7 mente A 8 memorato casu B 9 patere B; 
pati C (Ruin.) de] pro B 10 multam B deum B 11 hoc]-+ in 
oromate C; +in oratione B 12 et complura loca] cum plures B om. tene- 
brosa B 13 ualde post sitientem B 14 moraretur B abiit AB 16 om. 
ita B 17 om. et (pr.) B 18 diadema A; idiantem B; dianten C (Ruin.) 
om, ita B 19 possumus B om. in ipso loco A erat dinogratis B 
20 aquae B habens marginem quam staturam pueri B 22 haberet BC 
24 confidebam B; considerabam C me profuturam] profuturam orationem 
meam BC 25 on. omnibus diebus A 26 carcerem castrensem: munere] 


carcere. Munera B 
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eSwKev' WAY ws 6 Geds GKovopnoep OTE O Trais pacBous érre- 
Ouunoev Extore, ovTE éuol Tis Tpoayéeyovey PrAeypovy’ tows iva 
[un] Kal tH Tod watdiou dpovrid: nal TH TaY pacOdv adryndove 
Katratrovnba. 

VII. Kal per’ crJdyas npépas mpocevyopéevoy nuay amavrwv 
éEaipuns év péow THS Tpocevyns adja dwvyv Kat wvopaca 
Aewoxparnv. nal &xOapBos éyevnOny, didte ovdérrore et pun TOTE 
GVALVNTLY AUTOU TreTroLnKE’ HAYyNnoa O€ eis pYNnENY ENOodGA THS 
avTod TerevTHs. WAnv evOéws Eyvwv euavtny akiay ovcoav 
aitnow tromncacbat rept avrov, cal npEaunv mpos Kvpsov pera 
oTevayuav mpocevyecOas Ta Trelota’ Kal evOdws adlTH TH 
vuxti édnrwOn por Todto. ope Aecwoxparny éEepyopevov éx 
ToTov oKotewovd, dirov Kal GdAXoL TOAAO! KavpaTilopevor Kal 
Supavres noayv, éoOnra éyovra puTrapav, wypov TH xpea’ Kal 
TO Tpavpa ev TH der avtod Terevtav Srrep Tepidy Ere elyer. 
otros S¢ 6 Aewoxpdrys, 0 adeXdos pov Kata oapKa, értaetns 
TeOvnxer ac0evncas Kal THY Orxpiy avTOD yayypaivy cartels ws 
tov Oavatov avtov aoruyntov yevéoOar Tracw avOparos. ew- 
pouv ody péya Sidotna ava pécov avtod Kai euod, ws py 
SuvacOat nuds aAAndoUs mpoceNOeiv. ev exewvm 5€ TH TOP 
év @ hv 6 GdeAgos prov KoLvpBNOpa Hv UdSatos wANpNS’ UndAwTE- 
pay O€ elyev thy Kpyrrida virep TO TOU traidlov pHKOS* Ipods TaVv- 
Tnv 6 Aewoxparns Sietelvero mietv mpoatpovpevos’ eyo Sé 7AyouV 
Score Kai 7) KoAvpBnOpa Av mAnpyS Vdaros, Kal TO Tatdiov ovK 
novvato Trely Sia Thy UYpnrOTHTA THS KpNTidos’ Kat éEvrrvicOnv. 
Kab éyvov xauvery Tov adeApoy pou’ éremoiWew Sé Svvacbai 
pe avt@ BonOijca év rais ava pécov nuéepaus, ev als narnyOnpev 
eis tThv GAAnY hvdraKny thy Tod yUdLapyou' éyyds yap Fv 
THS TapEe“BoARs ov HwérAXrOpLEV OnpLopayety' yeveOALov ydp 7pEr- 

3 om. wh 15 legebat cum B moraretur 16 ds aderdds 
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Lon! 


5 ¥ 


20 


25 


12 ubi et complura loca erant tene- 
brosa] Cf. dcta Thomae c. 52 dvOpwwrés 
Tis mapédaBé we awéxOns ry eldég, wédas 
dAos, » 5é rovrou écOyns wayu pepurwpevn’ 
amiyaye 5€ we els Twa rorov dv w@ Todd 
xdopara uwipxe, x.t.X. For the con- 
nection between the Visions and the 
Apoc. of Peter see above, pp. 37 ff. 

14 habuit] The form ‘abiit’ AB may 
be a vulgar Latin form of ‘habuit.’ 


Rénsch quotes ‘habiui’ from Plaut. 
Asin. ur, 3. 32. 

15 carnalis] Cf. Eph. vi. 5 dominis 
carnalibus (|| Col. iii. 22). In Ep. Vien. 
et Lugd, (Eus. H. E. v. 1, 18) rys_ cap- 
xlyns Seorolyns we may perhaps trace the 
influence of a Latin Version (xara cdpxa 
=carnalis=capxlyns: see further in the 
separate note on p. 97). 

20 piscina] See above, p. 29. 
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pugnaturi: natale tunc Getae Caesaris. et feci pro illo oratio- 
nem die et nocte gemens et lacrymans ut mihi donaretur. 
VIII. Die quo in neruo mansimus, ostensum est mihi hoc. 
uideo locum illum quem retro uideram, et Dinocraten mundo 
5 corpore, bene uestitum, refrigerantem ; et ubi erat uulnus, uideo 
cicatricem: et piscinam illam quam retro uideram, summisso 
margine usque ad umbilicum pueri; et aquam de ea trahebat 
sine cessatione: et super margine fiala aurea plena aqua; et 
accessit Dinocrates, et de ea bibere coepit: quae fiala non defi- 
roclebat. et satiatus accessit de aqua ludere more infantium 
gaudens. et experrecta sum. tunc intellexi translatum eum 
esse de poena. 
IX. Deinde post dies paucos Pudens, miles optio praeposi- 
tus carceris, qui nos magnificare coepit intellegens magnam 
1s uirtutem esse in nobis, multos ad nos admittebat, ut et nos 
et illi inuicem refrigeraremus. ut autem proximauit dies 
muneris, intrat ad me pater meus consumptus taedio, et coepit 
barbam suam euellere et in terram mittere, et prosternere se 
in faciem, et inproperare annis suis, et dicere tanta uerba 
20 quae mouerent uniuersam creaturam. ego dolebam pro infelici 
senecta elus. 
X. Pridie quam pugnaremus, uideo in horomate hoc uenisse 


1 natali cesaris cum preced. B Getae] cetae A; om. BC (Ruin.) 
2 om. gemens A 8 die] +autem B 4 om. retro B uideram] + 
tenebrosum esse lucidum B 6 retro] p B 6,7 summissa marginum B 
8 margine] marginem BO fiala] + erat BC 9 quae) et quasi B 
10 saciatus accessit de aqua ludere A; accessit ludere satiatus de aqua C ; acceasit 
deludere satiatus deea aqua B infantum O 11 tunc] et B 18 Pru- 
dens C 14 magnificare coepit intellegens] BC; magnifice coepit intelligere A 
15 uirtutem] + dei B nobis] +qui A multos] +fratres BO 16 illeB 
refrigeremus B om. autem B 17 intrauit B 18 om. et (sec.) B 
19 inproperare] inproperans se B 20 moueretur A 22 hoc] huc B 


1 Getae Caesaris] See above, p. 25, parture from the custom of allowing 
n. 3. prisoners some relaxation in the day- 

8 die quo in neruo] This was an un-_ time. 
usual severity: but it is mentioned 4 retro]=‘antea’; cf. Rénsch F.wy, P. 
merely as a note of time (cf. p. 70,1.7 848. Tertullian frequently so uses ky 
alio die cum pranderemus). The Greek 14 magnificare] If we accept th. 
translator or his copyist (éowépg may be reading of A, ‘magnifice, coepit inte]. 
for 7uépg) found a difficulty in this de- _ligere,’ we must suppose that a verb like 
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Nev érrurereioOar Kaicapos. elra mpocevEaméevn peta orevaypav 
aodpas trepl Tod adeAdod pou nuépas te Kal vueros SwpnOjval 
pot auTov nkiwaa. 

VIII. Kai evdvs év rH éorépa év } ev vépBq epyelvapuer, 
éSetxyOn pou TovTo. pw *Tor@m* ev @ éwpdnew Tov Aewoxpa- 
Tn, KaBape copatt dvTa, Kal Kados Hudtecpévoyv Kal ava- 
uyovra’ Kal Srov TO Tpadua hv ovAnVY Gpw* Kal n KpNTis 
THs KodupBnOpas KatnyOn Ews Tov oudadiov avTov' éppeey 
5é é& avtis advarelrtws vdwp’ Kal éravw rhs xpntidsos jv 


xpuchn diddn peotn’ Kai mpocedOoy o Aewoxpatns jAp~ato éF to 


avris wivew' 9 dé hiddn ove évédertrev. Kal éumrnobels jpEato 

’ ) , e \ 7 F ’ , > 7 
mailew ayarXtwpevos ws ta vntria’ Kal éEurrvicOnv. Kai évonoa 
OTL wEeTETEON EK TOY TLULMpPLOD. 

IX. Kat per’ orJtyas nyépas Tlovdns res orpariaryns 0 THs 
PvrAaKns WoorsTamevos peTAa TOAAHS THS otrovdns jpEaTo Has 
Tiwav Kal So€alew Tov Oedv, évvody Svvauty peyadnv elvac rept 
¢ a, ’ a \ ¢ oa ) > 7 ’ \ 
npas’ 10 Kal moddovs eioeAOetv mpos nuds ove éxdAvev eis TO 
nuds Sia Tov éTaddAnAwY TapapvOiov TapynyopetcBat. Heryicev 
dé 7 nwépa trav prroTipioy Kal eioépyerar wpds me O TaTNp, TH 
b , W \ , \ > 
axnbia papavOes, kal jp~ato Tov Tarywva Tov tdiov éxrirrew 
pirrew te éml yns' Kal mpnvys Kataxelpevos KakoNoyelv Ta 
éauvrovd érn Katnyopav Kal rAéywv ToladTa pnyata ws wacay 
SvvacOa thy KTiow caredoa’ éyo Sé érévOovv Sa 7d Tadal- 
Twpov ynpas avrov. 
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5 


15 


20 


X. IIpoé pds oby rob Onpiopayeiv nuds, Brérrw Spapa ToL0v- 25 


6 KadXws 12 é&vdbnoa 


‘contempserat’ has fallen out after the 
adverb. The reading of BC, which I 
have adopted in despair, seems to be a 
correction, and may have been made at 
first in the margin, as the Greek pera 
rods THs omovdns points to the adverb 
‘magnifice.’ It is objectionable (1) as ob- 
scuring the gradual changein the attitude 
of Pudens, who at first treated them badly 
(cf. note on 1. 3), and ended by believing 
(p. 86, 1.6 and p. 92, 1.6): (2) as ex- 
pelling ‘qui’ (before ‘multos’), though 
it is quite in Perpetua’s style (cf. 1. 9 
quae fiala non deficiebat; p. 76, 1. 2 qui 


14 


WOVONS TL pAariwTns - 20 éxrelhew 


erat uestitus), Holsten edited ‘magni 
faciebat’ which is open to the first of 
these objections. 

22 in horomate] For the form ef. 
Ronsch [. u. V. p. 264. 

hoc uenisse] ‘Hoc’ is for ‘hue,’ as in 
Plautus &c.: see Facciolati s. verb. ‘hic.’ 
So on tombs, Hoc MANSVM VENI, and 
ALIVS HOC INFERETVR NEMO. Also in 
Cod. Bezae, Mt. xvii. 17 adferte mihi 
illum hoc. The Greek translator mis- 
understood its meaning, as also did 
Holsten, who put a colon after it. 
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Pomponium diaconum ad ostium carceris, et pulsare uehementer. 
et exiui ad eum, et aperui el: qui erat uestitus discinctam can- 
didam, habens multiplices galliculas. et dixit mihi: Perpetua, 
te exspectamus: ueni. et tenuit mihi manum, et coepimus ire 
5 per aspera loca et flexuosa. uix tandem peruenimus anhelantes 
ad amphitheatrum, et induxit me in media arena. et dixit mihi: 
Noli pauere ; hic sum tecum, et conlaboro tecum. et abiit. et 
adspicio populum ingentem adtonitum. et quia sciebam me ad 
bestias datam esse, mirabar quod non mitterentur mihi bestiae. 
10 et exluit quidam contra me Aegyptius foedus specie cum adiu- 
toribus suis pugnaturus mecum. ueniunt et ad me adolescentes 
decori adiutores et fautores mei. et expoliata sum, et facta sum 
masculus. et coeperunt me fautores mei oleo defrigere, quaomodo 
solent in agonem: et illum contra Aegyptium uideo in afa 
15 uolutantem. et exiuit uir quidam mirae magnitudinis, ut etiam 
excederet fastigium amphitheatri, discinctatus purpuram inter 
duos clauos per medium pectus, habens galliculas multiformes 
ex auro et argento factas: efferens uirgam quasi lanista, et 
ramum uiridem in quo erant mala aurea. et petiit silentium, et 
20 dixit: Hic Aegyptius, si hanc uicerit, occidet illam gladio; et, 
si hunc uicerit, accipiet ramum istum. et recessit. et accessi- 
1 om. carceris B _—pulsasse B 2 om.et(pr.)B — distinctam candidam 


A; discincta candida BC 3 galliculas] C; calliculas AB (+ex auro et argento 
B) 4,5 om, et coepimus—uix B 5 peruenimus anelantes A; ambulantes per- 


uenimus B 6 medio arenae B 7 pauere] expauescere B 8 adtonito B 
om, me B 9 bestiam B datum A; donatam B (? lege damnatam) mitte- 
bantur B 10 contra me quidam B 11 et ad me ueniunt B 12 fau- 
tores] factores (om. mei et) B om. et facta sum B 138 masculos B faui- 


defrigere] defrigare B; defricare C 14 in agone BC 
16 discinctatus] discinctam habens tunicam 


sores A; factores B 
afa] aqua BC 15 etiam] iam B 


et BC 17 habens]+etB  galliculas] C (Ruin.); calliculas AB 18 efferens] 
et ferens BC uirga A 19 petit B 20 et] haec BC 21 acci- 
piat B istud A 


3 galliculas] Cf. 1.17. The word is 
used by the scholiast on Juv. Sat, 111. 


Géogr. de U Afr. romaine, vol.1. pp. 645 ff. 
in media arena] We might easily 


67 (Mayor ad loc.) in explaining treche- 
dipna: uestimenta parasitica uel gal- 
liculas currentium ad cenam. 

6 amphitheatrum] Descriptions of 
the amphitheatre at Carthage by El- 
Bekri and El-Edrisi are quoted by Tissot, 


read the acc. case (cf. note on p. 60, 
1. 12). But the confusion between the 
cases in expressing rest and motion is 
regarded by Sittl as characteristically 
African (Lokal. Verschied. pp. 128 ff.). 
Compare ‘in medio,’ p. 92, l. 19, 
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tov. Tlopardvios 6 Staxovos, dyciv, 7AOev pos THY Ovpay Tihs 


g@uraxns Kal éxpovoev shddpa’ eFerAOodca Hvoi~a avT@’ Kal 


qv évdedupevos eoOnta ANapmpav Kal qeprelwopévos’ elyev dé 


mouiia virodnuata Kal reyes por’ Le repypevw, EAGE. Kai 
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éxpatnaev Tas yxelpas pov, Kat émropevOnpev bia tpaxéwy Kal 5 


a t : Q ’ > . ? , “ 
CKONGY TOTwY’ Kal poALs TrapeyevopeOa eis TO apdiOéaTpov 
Kal elanyayév pe eis TO pécov Kat reyes por’ Mn doBnOys° 
b] A *)) > A A A U 7 \ 9 An @ } n> \ 
évOade eiut pera cov, ovyKauvav cot’ Kal amndAOev. Kal tdoov 
Brérw wreictov dyXov arroBdétrovta TH Oewpia opddpa’ Kayo 
v4 ° ‘ a 9 / Ud 9 
Nts eldov mpos Onpla pe natadicacbecioay eOavpaloy ort ovK 
EBarrov poe avra. Kal nrAGev mpds we Aiyvmrids tis apopdos 
TO TYNMATL META TOY UTOUPYOVYTWY AUTO MaYNTOMEVOS OL. Kat 
épyetat pos pe veavias Tis evpoppatatos TO KdAAe éFaoTpa- 
aT, Kal Erepor wet’ avTOU veaviat Wpaios, Vrnpérar TE oTroVbA- 
ee See , 2 ’ \ 93 ’ ” ‘ ” ¢ 
oral éwot. cal eEedvOnv Kxal éyernOnv appnyv’ Kal jpEavto ot 
9 ’ , , ° , ¢ > A ’ 2 A. 
avTinnutrropés ou €Aalw pe areiderv, ws E005 eotiv év aywve 
cal dytixpus Brérrw tov Aiyurriov éxeivov év TH KoVvLopT®@ KUALO- 
pevov. e&nrPev b€ Tis dvnp Oavpacrod peyéOous, vTrepexw TOD 
fo) a 9 
dxpov tod audiWeatpov, SieCwopévos ecOnta ris elyev ov 
’ 9 A , wv \ , bf \ \ 9 \ , 3 
povoy éx Tav Svo wmwov THY Topdupay, GAAG Kai ava pécov er 
A D : \ ¢ , ’ ’ 
tod atnOous’ elyev S¢ Kal vrrodnuara trouira éx ypvaoiov Kal 
3 U é P / \ YN e7 e A a U 
dpyupiov' éBacraley Sé kal paBdov as BpaBeutns 1) wpoctatns 
U é bad \ ‘ / \ 4 “a 
povonaywv' épepey Sé Kat Kradovs yAwWPOUS EXovTas pra 
A, \ 2 7 \ s ” ‘ e € > 
ypuvca* Kal aitnoas ovynv yevécOat, py’ Ovros o Atyvarrios 


Lan] 


5 


2\ , , 9 a 9 ‘ / as , 
édy TavTny vienon avedel avtiy payalpa’ airy Sé éay vixnon 25 


/ A 
avTov Anperat Tov KAadov TobTOY’ Kal arréoTn. mpoonAOoper 


9 mordy 
19 deEoopevos 


9,10 xKdyw ares eldov] Kal ef ris U5ev 
22 mpoorarav 26 AelWerac 


17,18 Kotheduevor 


8 adtonitum] Cf. Tert. de Spectac. 25 
pudicitiam ediscet attonitus in mimos? 
de Fug. 1 ecclesia in attonito est: de 
Idol, 24 tuta si cauta, secura 8i attonita. 
The sense is ‘keenly attentive.’ 

13 defrigere] Ihave kept the reading 
of A, as it may well represent a doublet 
of ‘defricare’: cf. ‘defrictus.’ 

14 afa] This is doubtless the same 
word as ‘haphe’: cf. Martial Epigr. vu. 
67 Harpasto quoque subligata ludit, Et 
flauescit haphe (dgy): Senec. Ep. 57 a 


ceromate nos haphe excepit (an athletic 
metaphor for a journey first through 
mud and then through dust—et luto et 
puluere laborauimus): Arrian Epictet. 
ur. 15. 4 woddhy aga Kxarameiv (see 
Schweighauser’s note). It has been 
suggested that here ‘afa’ is for “BN; 
and indeed Hilgenfeld supposes a Punic 
original for the writings of Perpetua and 
Saturus: but no satisfactory evidence 
has been adduced for this view. 

21 istum] ‘istud’ A. For the con- 
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mus ad inuicem, et coepimus mittere pugnos. ille mihi pedes 
adprehendere uolebat: ego autem illi calcibus faciem caedebam. 
et sublata sum in aere, et coepi eum sic caedere quasi terram 
non calcans. at ubi uidi moram fieri, iunxi manus, ut digitos in 
5 digitos mitterem. et adprehendi illi caput, et cecidit in faciem; 
et calcaui illi caput. et coepit populus clamare, et fautores mei 
psallere. et accessi ad lanistam, et accepi ramum. et osculatus 
est me, et dixit mihi: Filia, pax tecum. et coepi ire cum gloria 
ad portam Sanauiuariam. et experrecta sum: et intellexi me 
1o non ad bestias, sed contra diabolum esse pugnaturam: sed scie- 
bam mihi esse uictoriam. hoc usque in pridie muneris egi: 
ipsius autem muneris actum, si quis uoluerit, scribat. 
XI. Sed et Saturus benedictus hanc uisionem suam edidit, 
quam ipse conscripsit, Passi, inquit, eramus, et exiuimus de 
15 carne, et coepimus ferri a quattuor angelis in orientem, quorum 
manus nos non tangebat. ibamus autem non supini sursum 
uersi, sed quasi mollem cliuum ascendentes. et liberato primo 
mundo uidimus lucem immensam: et dixi Perpetuae: erat 
enim haec in latere meo: Hoc est quod nobis Dominus pro- 
20 mittebat: percepimus promissionem. et dum gestamur ab ipsis 
quattuor angelis, factum est nobis spatium grande, quod tale fuit 
quasi uiridarium, arbores habens rosae et omne genus flores. 
altitudo arborum erat in modum cypressi, quarum folia canebant 
2 uolebat; ego autem] querebat et ego B 8 aere] reB 8,4 quasi 
terram non calcans] BC; terram concalcans A 4 iuncxi A*B; uinxi C 
manus]+ita BC 4,5 in digito B 5,6 om. et cecidit—caput B 
6 fauisores A 7 om. et (tert.) B 8 cepit B 9 sanauiuaria A; 
saneuiuariam BO 10 a bestiis A; a bestia B om. esse B ll esse 
uictoria A; uictoriam inminere BC hoc] hos A om. muneris B 
12 om. ipsius—scribat B scribat]+ visio saATVRI A 14 quam]+et B 
15 carne] carcere BC —_ cepimus fieri B 16 tangebant B 17 uersus 
BC molle A glebam B 17,18 liberato primo mundo} A; liberati 
primum iam mundo B ; liberati primam iam C (Ruin.) 18 dif perpetua B 
18, 19 quoniam a latere nostro erat B; quoniam erat a latere nostro OC 19 haec]) 
hoc A dominus nobis B 21 grande] magnum B 22 arboris habens 


rosa B; rosam C (Ruin.) flores] A* ; floris AB 28 altitudo]+ autem B 
in] ad B canebant] conieci; cadebant AB; ardebant C 


fusion of the terminations see Rénsch Perpetua elsewhere only uses the simple 
I. u. V. p. 276 (‘istum’ for ‘istud,’ and verb. The text moreover is confirmed 
‘ipsud’ for ‘ipsum’). by Acta Iacobi éc. (Ruin. p. 226) cuius 

4 non calcans] ‘concalcans’ A: but pedes terram non calcabant. It is, how- 
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Se addrnrows kal npEdweOa wayxpatidtew' éxelvos euod Tovs 
t a 3 p . 2 ’ oy ae, 
modas Kpateiy nBovreTo* eyo Sé NakTicpacww THY oi avTod 
"4 ‘i Q\ a>) y x 9 A 9 N\ 9/ * } 3 U b] \ ef 
€rumrrov’ Kal idovd * éripa amo aépos* Kal npEaunv avrov ovtws 
TuTTewW Os pr TaTovea THY ynV. iodoa Sé ds ovdéraw AKLCOV 
autov fevEaca tas yelpas pou Kal Saxridous Saxtvrous éuBa- 5 
Aovca THs Keharis avTod éredaBounv’ Kal Eppupa avtov én’ 
der Kal érratnca THY Keharny avtod. Kal YpEaTo Tas 6 6XXNos 
Body’ nai of orrovéacrai pov éyaupiov. Kai rpoonAOov te Bpa- 

A \ \ D : ’ D ! . 
Beuth nat édaBov tov Krddov' Kal nomdoato pe Kal elrrev 
Eipnvn peta cov, Ovyatrep’ Kxat npEaunv evOvs tropeverOar peta 10 
SdEns mpos rvAnv Thy Aeyouévny Cotixny. Kat éEvarvioOny’ Kat 
évonoa OTL ov mpos Onpia pou adr mpds Tov SiaBodrsv éotw 7 
écouévn wadyn’ Kal ouviKa OTL vikKnow avTov. tadTa éws pd 
pias Tdv pirotiusay eyparpa’ Ta ev To audiOedtpy yevnoopeva 
6 OéXwv cuyypawaru. 15 

XI. ’AANAd kal 6 paxapios Yatupos thy idiav omrraciav 
2 \ 9» e A / b , a 9 / v 
autos 80 éavrod cuyyparpas épavépwoer TovadTa eipnxos. “H8bn, 
dyoiv, jyev ws tremovOores Kai ex THS capKos éEeAnrAvOEper, Kal 
3 / , € \ , > VA \ 9 / 
nptapeba BaoraleoOat vird Tecodpwr ayyékwv mpos avatonas, 
Kal ai xYeipes NUaY OVX HirrovTo’ eTropevopueba SE cis TA aVOTEpA, 20 
Kat ody UaTiot GAN olov ws Su’ 6parys avaBacews épepopucOa. 
xal 8n éEeXOovtes Tov mparov Koopoy dws Naymporarov eidoper’ 
kal elrrov mpos thy Ileprrerovay (mrAnciov yap pov nv)’ Todro 
dati OTrEp O KUPLOS Nua ernyyeiNaTo’ peTELAnpapey THS émray- 
yedtas. atwpoupeven b¢ nuav dua TH Tecoapwv ayyédrov éyéveTo 25 
oradiov péya, Strep woet KNTros HY exwv podov Sévédpa Kal Tay 
/ A 9 / ‘ A of A / e \ , 
yevos Tav avOéwv" TO dé trpos trav Sévdpav Hv woe KvTrapiccou 
5 daxrddovs] daxrvdors 10 jptwpuev 25 éwpoupévwy 


ever, doubtful whether we should retain 
‘quasi.’ 

9 ad portam Sanauiuariam] Cf. infra, 
p. 90,1. 21. This stands in contrast to 
the ‘porta Libitinensis’ through which 
the dead bodies of gladiators were carried 
on the ‘libitina’: cf. Lamprid. Commod. 
16 galea eius bis per portam Libitinen- 
sem elata est. 

16 tangebat] The plural (BC) is an 
unnecessary correction: cf. p. 88, 1. 8 
animam nostram, and p. 92, 1. 20 in 


eorum corpore. 

17 liberato] For ‘liberare’ in the 
sense of ‘to pass’ cf. Petron. Sat. 186 
necdum liberaueram cellulae limen, cum 
animaduerto &c. Other examples are 
given in Facciolati. 

22 omne genus flores] The adjectival 
use of ‘omne genus’ is frequently found 
in Lucretius and Varro: so too ‘id genus’ 
and ‘quod genus.’ 

23 canebant] See above, p. 38. 
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sine cessatione. ibi autem in uiridario alii quattuor angeli 
fuerunt clariores ceteris: qui ubi uiderunt nos honorem nobis 
dederunt, et dixerunt ceteris angelis: Ecce sunt, ecce sunt: 
cum admiratione. et expauescentes quattuor illi angeli, qui ges- 
5 tabant nos, deposuerunt nos: et pedibus nostris transiuimus 
stadium uiolatum: ubi inuenimus Iocundum et Saturninum et 
Artaxium, qui eadem persecutione uiul arserunt; et Quintum, 
qui et ipse martyr in carcere exierat; et quaerebamus de illis 
ubi essent. ceteri angeli dixerunt nobis: Venite prius, introite, 
10 et salutate Dominum. 

XII. Et uenimus prope locum, cuius loci parietes tales erant, 
quasi de luce aedificati; et ante ostium loci illius angeli quat- 
tuor stabant, qui introeuntes uestierunt stolas candidas. et 
introiuimus, et audiuimus uocem unitam dicentem: Agios, agios, 

15 agios: sine cessatione. et uidimus in eodem loco sedentem quasi 
hominem canum, niueos habentem capillos, et uultu iuuenili; 
culus pedes non uidimus. et in dextra et in sinistra seniores 
quattuor; et post illos ceteri seniores conplures stabant. et in- 
troeuntes cum admiratione stetimus ante thronum: et quattuor 

20 angeli subleuauerunt nos: et osculati sumus illum, et de manu 
sua traiecit nobis in faciem. et ceteri seniores dixerunt nobis: 
Stemus, et stetimus, et pacem fecimus. et dixerunt nobis 
seniores: Ite et ludite. et dixi Perpetuae: Habes quod uis, et 
dixit mihi: Deo gratias, ut quomodo in carne hilaris fui, hila- 

25 rior sum et hic modo. 

XIII. Et exiuimus, et uidimus ante fores Optatum episcopum 


1,2 fuerunt quattuor angeli alii B 2 ubi]ibi C (Ruin.) nos] +et 
BC (Ruin.) 3 dederunt]+nos A* om. ecce sunt (sec.) BC (Ruin.) 4 
cum admiratione. et expauescentes] expauescentes cum admiratione BC (Ruta.) 
4,5 gestabant nos] stabant BC (Ruin.) 5 pedimus A 6 uiolatum] 
conieci; uiolata A; uia lata B ubi] ibi B iucundum, satyrum, artaxium B 
7 eadem persecutione] eandem persecutionem passi B 8 de] ab B 9 ubi 
essent ceteri. dixerunt autem nobis angeli B prius introite] primum intro B 
12,13 erant angeli quatuor (om. stabant) B 18 qui introeuntes urstierant 
stolas candidas, et] introeuntes et nos uestiti stolas candidas B 14 introi- 
uimus]+et uidimus lucem inmensam B unitam] mutatam B dice: ‘tium B 
14, 15 agius, agius, agius B 15 eodem loco] medio loci illius BO 17 ¢.inistra) 
+eius B 18 quattuor] uiginti quattuor BC om. seniores B 18,219 et in- 
troeuntes] introiuimus B 19 cum]+magna B_ admiratione]+et B 20 om. 
nosB 2lom.nobis(sec.)B 22 stetimus]stemusB 23 dixi Perpetuae] dMagit per- 
petuaB 24 dixif mihi]dixiB 24, 26 hilariorem et hic (om. modo)B 26 obtatumA 
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LiKos, axatatravoTtas 5 xaredépeto Ta Sévdpa ta pvAXa avTav. 
? be g e A 9 9 a a J e / a 9 4 
noav O€ MeO NMLwWY EV AVT@ THO KNTT@ Ol TEcoapeES ayyedol, AXNN- 
Awv evdokorepot, vd ay epepowea' mroovpévovs Se nuads Kal 
Oavyalovras * xat améOnkav, nai avéXaBov' Kal 6d0v * NaBovrtes 
517 AOopev TO oradvov Trois nmetépots trociv. éxel epomev lov- 
Kovvedov Kal Zarvpov cat ’Aprdkiov, rovs év avt@ to Siwye@ 
P P , @ é YR g 
fo 4 ‘i ,Y) \ U bd 
Cévras kpenacOévras’ eldopev b€ Kolvrov tov paptupa tov év 
TH pvraky atoVavovra’ é¢nrodpev S€é Kal epi Trav NoLTTay Tov 
v A A 
apa eiciv’ kat elrrov ot aryyeXou mpos nas’ Aedre mparov éow 
iva adomacnade Tov KUpLov. 
XIT. Kat 7AOouev wrAnotov tod torov éxeivou rod éyovTos 
/ A A 
Tolxous waavel ex Pwros GKodopnpévous, Kal 1po THs Bvpas Tod 
, ? 9 t e , 4 > / ¢ a 
Tomrou éxelvou eiceNOovtes of Téaaapes ayyedou evédvoay nuas 
Neveds atoras’ Kal eiondrOopev Kat nKoveapev hovnv nywwévny 
Aeyovrwy' “Ayios, Gylos, Erylos, axaratravoTas. Kal eldopev 
éy péow Tod ToTou éxeivou KabeCopevov ws avOpwrrov trodoy’ 
ov ai Tpixes Gpotas yLovos Kal veapovy TO TPdcwrov avTod' 
, \ 9 A b) ] , / \ / b] 
modas 5€ avTov ovn eOcacupeOa. mpecBuTepor dé Técoapes ex 
deEav Kal téccapes éF evwvipwv joav avtov’ oriow be tay 
Tegoapwv ToAXol mpesBUTepa. ws 5é Oavuatovtes cioernrvOa- 
pev Kai €ornpev évadtriov Tod Opovov, ot Téooapes ayyedor Erjpav 
e A \ 9 , > @ A a \ Uh ‘ wv 
Nwas, Kal epidnoapev avtTov, Kal TY yetpt TrepteAaBev Tas oers 
nuav’ ot S€ dowtol mpecButepoi elzrov mpos nuds’ Yrabwpev 
kat mpocevéducba, Kal eipnvotroincavtes atreoTtadnmey VIO 
Tav mpecButépwy, Neyovtwv’ TlopevecOe xa yaipecOe. Kat 
elrrov’ Ilepmerova, éyets 0 éBovdov. Kai elrrev’ Te Oe xapis, 
iva, WS é€v capKi peta Yapas éyevouny, TWAELova Yap@ viv. 
XIII. “E&n\Ooper 5é nat elSopev mpd tav Oupdv ‘Omratov 
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6 uiolatum] See above, pp. 39f.; and 
compare the rare word ‘uiolatio’ for the 
scattering of violets on graves: DIE 
PARENTALI MEO, ITEM XI. KAL. APR, DIE 
VIOLATIONIS, ITEM XII. KAL. IVNIAS DIE 
ROSATIONIS, Inscr. ap. Bibl. Vallicell. 26, 
p. 261 (quoted by White and Riddell). 

9 ceteri angeli] Cf. ‘ceteris angelis,’ 
1. 38. The reading of BC gives no clue 
to the meaning of ‘ceteri.’ 

14 Agios] For the survival of the Greek 
form of the Ter Sanctus, cf. 8. Germain 


R. 


(+ 576), quoted by Duchesne Culte Chrét. 
p. 182: incipiente praesule ecclesia Aius 
psallit, dicens latinum cum graeco. We 
find both forms also in the Mozarabic 
Liturgy. 

15 sine cessatione] Cf. 1. 1. This 
phrase occurs several times in the 
Proper Prefaces of the Gothic Missal 
(Migne P. L. 72 pp. 231, 233, 277, 317). 

21 traiecit nobis in faciem] For a 
possible interpretation of this difficult 
phrase see above, p. 27. 


6 
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ad dexteram, et Aspasium presbyterum doctorem ad sinistram, 
separatos et tristes, et miserunt se ad pedes nobis, et dixe- 
runt: Componite inter nos, quia existis, et sic nos reliquistia 
et diximus illis: Non tu es papa noster, et tu presbyter? ut 
suos ad pedes nobis mittatis? et moti sumus et conplexi illos 
sumus. et coepit Perpetua graece cum illis loqui: et segre- 
gauimus eos in uiridarium sub arbore rosae. et dum loquimur 
cum eis, dixerunt illis angeli: Sinite illos refrigerent; et si quas 
habetis inter uos dissensiones, dimittite uobis inuicem. et con- 
10 turbauerunt eos. et dixerunt Optato: Corrige plebem tuam; 
quia sic ad te conueniunt quasi de circo redeuntes, et de factioni- 
bus certantes. et sic nobis uisum est quasi uellent claudere 
portas. et coepimus illic multos fratres cognoscere, sed et mar- 
tyras, uniuersi odore inenarrabili alebamur, qui nos satiabat. 
15 tunc gaudens experrectus sum. 

XIV. Hae uisiones insigniores ipsorum martyrum beatissi- 
morum Saturi et Perpetuae, quas ipsi conscripserunt. Secundu- 
lum uero Deus maturiore exitu de saeculo adhuc in carcere 
euocauit, non sine gratia, ut bestias lucraretur. gladium tamen 

20 ets1 non anima certe caro elus agnouit. 
XV. Circa Felicitatem uero, et illi gratia Domini eius- 


2 nobis et] nostros B 2, 8 dixerunt]+ nobis B 4 illis}]+optati B; +op- 
tate C non] nonne O es papa noster] papa noster es B; pater noster es C 
ut] quid C 5 nobis] nostros BC moti sumus] misimus nos B 5,6 
conpleximur illos (om. sumus) B 6 om. graece A 7 uiridario B 8 
sinite illos refrigerent] quiescite et refrigerate BC (Ruin.) om. 81 B 10 ob- 
tato A; obtate B 11, 12 factionibus] BO; fatigationibus A 18 om. sed et B 
18, 14 martiras A; martyres B 14 uniuersi) ubi B saciabat A; sanabit B 
15 gaudens]+et B experrecta A 16 hae) Holst.; et AB insigniores] 
sunt in signo B 19 reuocauit B gladium) gaudium B 20 etsi) 
et B 21 uero]+nam B 


1 presbyterum doctorem] The use of 19 ut bestias lucraretur] By his death 
substantives in apposition instead of in prison Saturus ‘saved himself the 
attributes is regarded by Sittl as specially beasts.’ Cf. Cic. Verr. m. 1. 12 lneretur 
African. See the examples which he indicia ueteris infamine (i.e. ‘I shall say 
gives (Lok. Versch. p. 110), e.g. ‘ex- nothing about them,’ ‘I shall make him 
hibitor magistratus’ in Arnobius. So a present of them’). A closer parallel 
we have above, p. 74, 1. 18 ‘miles optio is Ammian. Marcell. xrz. 4. 8 (speaking 
praepositus carceris,’ and below, p. 84, of the Trojan war): hinc cum deeennali 
1. 6 ‘sociam quasi comitem.’ bello Graecia desudaret, ne peregrinns 
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\ 2 7 ) / \ Y \ ’ 
Tov é€ricKxotroy kal 'Acmacwwv tov wpecRurepov mpds Ta apt- 
otepa pépn Siaxeywpiopévous Kat weptdvrous. Kal weoovtes 

\ \ , ec A ec a, / ¢ A \ 
mpos Tovs todas nuav épacay nuiv' Avaddrakate nuds mpos 
GNAndous Ore eEeANAVOaTE Kal OUTWS Nuas adyKate. Kai eimra- 
pev mpdos avtovs' Ovyi ov mamas nueétepos el, Kal od mpe- 
aBvrepos; wa ri oltms mpocetrécate Tols nuerépois trociv; 
Kat omdayxyuicOévres treptekaBopey avrovs xal nptato 7 
Ileprrerova ‘EXAquott per’ avray optrciy, Kat aveywpnoapev 
avy avtois eis tov KhtTov vid To Sévdpoy tod pddov. Kai 
NadovvTwy avrav pel nuay atrexplOnoav oi aryyedor Tpos 10 

> 7 | one x A ’ , 
avtous’ ’Eaoate avrovs avayveat, nat el rivas Styorracias 
éxyete we? éautay, adhere vyeis GAANAOLS. Kal érémAnEav aUToOUs 
kal elrav ’Omrat@’ ‘EnavopOwoat 10 TAGOds cov’ ota yap 
Guvépxovta Tpos we, Wael ard UrTrodpoyiay emavepyopevoe Kat 
mwept avtav dirovercovvres. éevouitouev Sé avtovs ws Oérew 15 
atroxNetoa, Tas wWUNaS. Kal npEdweOa éxet TroAXOVS THY aded- 
hav éeruywodcKew, adAdye Kai Tovs paprupas’ érpepoueda Se 
TWavTes copy avexdinynte@ hres ovn éyopratey nuds: nal evOéws 
yalpwy éEvrrvic Any. 

XIV. Adra: ai opacers éuhavéorara: trav paptvpev Larvpou 20 

pacers dy paprip p 
cat Ileprerovas as avtol cuveypaavro’ tov yap Lexodvdov 

/ 9 A é e , « 2 \ A a 
Tayelov éx ToD Kdopou peTeTréurvato [6 Deds]* ev yap TH pudaKh 
TS KAncEews NELHOn oUY TH YapiTL TravTws KEepdavas TO [7 
Onpiopayjnoar’ ANY eb Kal pn THY Wuyny addodrye THY cdpKa 
avtov dueEnrOev ro Eldos. 25 

XV. *AdAd kal rf Dnruxntatn 7 yapis Tov Deod TroradTn 


wn 


7 omraxvnodévres 18 donq] ws wh otx éxdpratev] forte legebat non 
satiabat 22 om. 6 Oeds 


poenas dissociati regalis matrimonii ference to Le. ii. 5, supposed by the 
lucraretur, i.e. ‘should escape the penalty Greek translator who introduces d:et- 
of his outrage.’ Cf. Acts xxvii. 21 xep- Oe for ‘agnouit,’ is not certain. 
dfioal re rhv UBpw ratrny xal riv fyulavy, The meaning seems to be ‘he escaped 
lucrique facere iniuriam hane et iacturam the beasts, but not the sword: his body, 
(Vulg.). The parallel therefore with though not his soul, knew the sword’; 
Ignat. Rom. 8 évalunv rev Onpluy falls to and we may perhaps compare Matt. x. 
the ground. 28. He may have been beheaded in the 

20 etsi non anima certe caro] I have prison; or ‘the sword’ may be a figure 
been unwilling to transpose ‘anima’ and of speech for the sufferings which caused 
‘caro’ against all the M88. The re- his death. 


6—2 


=e eee 
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ei respondit: Quid utique non permittis nobis refrigerare noxiis 
nobilissimis, Caesaris scilicet, et natali elusdem pugnaturis? 
aut non tua gloria est, si pinguiores illo producamur ? horruit et 
erubuit tribunus ; et ita iussit illos humanius haberi, ut fratri- 

5 bus eius et ceteris facultas fieret introeundi, et refrigerandi cum 
eis; iam et ipso optione carceris credente. 

XVII. Pridie quoque cum illam cenam ultimam, quam 
liberam uocant, quantum in ipsis erat non cenam liberam sed 
agapen cenarent, eadem constantia ad populum uerba ista iacta- 

1o bant, comminantes iudicium Dei, contestantes passionis suae feli- 
citatem, inridentes concurrentium curiositatem ; dicente Saturo: 
Crastinus satis uobis non est, quod libenter uidetis quod 
odistis? hodie amici, cras inimici. notate tamen nobis facies 
nostras diligenter, ut recognoscatis nos in die illo. ita omnes 

15 inde adtoniti discedebant: ex quibus multi crediderunt. 

XVIII. Inluxit dies uictoriae illorum, et processerunt de 
carcere in amphitheatrum, quasi in caelum, hilares uultu decori; 
si forte gaudio pauentes non timore. sequebatur Perpetua 
lucido incessu, ut matrona Christi, ut Dei delicata: uigore ocu- 


1 ei] et B respondit]+ perpetua et dixit B permittis nobis] dimisisti 

nos B 2 nobilissimi BC 81 licet et natalis A; scis qua natale B 2, 8 
eius sumus pugnaturi (om. aut) B 3 pinguior est illuc B 4 om. ita B 
humanius habere BC; manibus hiberi A 6 iam et] tamen A 7 illa cena 
ultima A 9 agapen] adipem B om. ista B 10 domini A con- 
stantes B passioni A suae] sue et B 11 inritantes A; inredeantes B; 
irridentes C 12 crastinus]+ dies B uobis satis B quod] quid C; 
qui B 13 uidistis B nobis] uobis BC (Ruin.) 14 illo]+iuditii B ; 
+iudicii C omnes] multi BC (Ruin.) 15 discesserunt B crediderunt] 
+ PASSIO VT SUPRA A 17 in(pr.)Jad B _shilares]+et B 18 si forte] quasi BO 
timore] pauore B 19 lucido] placido uultu et pedum B om. ut (sec.) B 
delicata] dilecta BC uigorem oculorum suorum deitiens ab omnium econ- 
spectu B 


minus turpe quam furti. ‘Fideicom- demned persons (noxiis) who are to 
missum’ is rather an obligation of grace his festival by their death. Hence 
honour: see above, p. 52. ‘ Caesaris scilicet’; where if ‘ nobilissimi’ 
2 nobilissimis] The combined evi- (BC) be read, the point is lost, and 
dence of A and g shews that this is the ‘scilicet’ is out of place. 
true reading. ‘Nobilissimus’ is a con- 11 inridentes] Possibly ‘inritantes’ 
stant epithet for a Caesar, andisapplied (A) should be retained in the sense of 
to Getain inscriptions. Here theepithet ‘setting at nought,’ ‘frustrating,’ from 
of the Caesar is transferred to the con- ‘inrito’: of. Rénsch J. u. V. p. 166. 


PASSIO S. PERPETVAE. 


Atari npiy dvarapBave ov‘ émirpétrets ovopactois KaTadixots 
Kaicapos yeveOrLors dvarwOnoopévors; jon yap ovxt on Sofa 
éativ, ép bcov tioves mpocepyoue0a; mpos Tadta eppiéev Kat 
eSvcwm1nOn 6 yidiapxos, éxéhevoév Te avTovs PidravOpwrdrTepov 
Stayer, os Kal Tov aderhov avTAs Kat AouTrovs Tivas SedvvAcOar 
eloeNOeiv nal avarapBavew mer avTav. 
guraxns mpocatas émrlatevoev. 

XVII. *AdAd cal mpo pas Ste TO éxyatov éexeivo Setrvor, 
O7rep édevOepov ovopatovow, dcov dé ed EavTois ovK édAevOepov 
Seirvov GAN ayamnyv érexadouv TH avTay trappyoia’ mpos Se 
Tov OyNov Tov éxeice mapectata pnwata eFétreurov peta 
ToAANS Tappynoias avrTois amretAovvTes Kpioww Oeod, dvOouoro- 
Youmevol Tov waKxapiopoy TOU TaOous EauTaV, KaTAYEN@VTES THY 
meplepyclay Tav ovvTpexdvTwy, LatTupov A€yovtos’ "H avpiov 
nuépa vyty ovK errapKel; Ti ndéws pate ods uuceite’ anmepov 
dirou avptov éyOpot; wrnv éemionperdcacbe Ta TPCTwTTA HULaY 
emipedas iva nal émiyvate nudas év exeivn Tr nmépa. ots 
dmavres éxetOev éxmrAntropevor éywpitovro: é€& dv mretoTor 
émlatevoav. 

XVIII. *Evrévapwe 5é nuépa tis viens avtév: Kat tponr- 
Oov éx THs GudaKns eis TO aupiOéarpov ws eis OVpavoy aTrLovTes, 
ikapot kai ghaidpol Te mMpoowm~p, mToovpevor eb TUYOL yapa 
parrov 7 poBy. nKorovGer dé n Ileprrerova mpaws Badifovaa, 
ws patpava Xpiotod, éypnyopy opbaru@, nal tH Mmpoco we: Ka- 


4 \ 9 A ¢ a 
TOTE KAL AUTOS O TNS 


3 wloves] wreloves 
pachras 


14 dévyovros] Aéwv ros 15 vpiv] jew 


19 ut matrona Christi] ‘Matrona,’‘the such asC.I. L. Afr. 2861 
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5 


be 


5 


pucetre] 


true wife,’ is frequently opposed to D. M. 8. 
‘meretrix’; e.g. Hor. Ep. 1. 18. 3 ut IVLIAE DELICATAE 
matrona meretrici dispar erit atque MERENTI 
Discolor. This to some extent prepares DIDIVS FRYCTVS Bf 
the way for the startling use of ‘ deli- LATIC 


cata’ which follows. 

ut Dei delicata] A bold expression, 
altered in BC and omitted altogether in 
the Greek. ‘Delicata’ is applied to 
Perpetua below, p. 90, 1. 12; but there 
its sense is obvious and quite different. 
Its meaning here, ‘ favorite’ or ‘darling,’ 
may be illustrated from Inscriptions, 


Vv. AN. XXXXIII 

In another African Inscr. (ib. 10889) 
DELICATVS aNd SOCHOLASTIOVS are names 
of race-horses. With the restoration of 
the true text the supposed reference in 
‘ Christi Dei’ to Ignat. Smyrn. 10 Xpiorob 
cod (cf. Trall. 7), always uncertain, 
disappears entirely. 
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lorum deiciens omnium conspectum. item Felicitas, saluam se 
peperisse gaudens ut ad bestias pugnaret, a sanguine ad sangui- 
nem, ab obstetrice ad retiarium, lotura post partum baptismo 
secundo. et cum ducti essent in portam, et cogerentur habitum 
5 induere, uiri quidem sacerdotum Saturni, feminae uero sacra- 
tarum Cereri; generosa illa in finem usque constantia repugna- 
uit. dicebat enim: Ideo ad hoc sponte peruenimus, ne libertas 
nostra obduceretur; ideo animam nostram addiximus, ne tale 
aliquid faceremus: hoc uvbiscum pacti sumus, agnouit iniustitia 
1olustitiam: concessit tribunus, quomodo erant, simpliciter in- 
ducerentur. Perpetua psallebat, caput iam Aegyptii calcans. 
Reuocatus et Saturninus et Saturus populo spectanti commina- 
bantur de hoc. ut sub conspectu Hilariani peruenerint, gestu 
et nutu coeperunt Hilariano dicere: Tu nos, inquiunt, te autem 
15 Deus. ad hoc populus exasperatus, flagellis eos uexari pro 
ordine uenatorum postulauit. et utique gratulati sunt, quod 
aliquid et de dominicis passionibus essent consecuti. 
XIX. Sed qui dixerat Petite et accipietis petentibus dederat 
eum exitum quem quisque desiderauerat. nam, si quando inter 
20se de martyrii sui uoto sermocinabantur, Saturninus quidem 
omnibus bestiis uelle se obici profitebatur: ut scilicet gloriosi- 
orem gestaret coronam. itaque in commissione spectaculi reuo- 
catus leopardo expertus etiam super pulpitum ab urso erat 
2 perisse B ad (pr.)] a AB om. ad sanguinem ABC 4 et delati in 
portam cum essent B habitu A 5—7 saturnini feminarum uero sacrorum 
generosa in finem usque constantiam repugnabit B 6 cererum A 7 dice- 
bant A enim] ergo B ne] de B 8 adduceretur B animas nostras BC 
addiximus] C; adduximus AB 10 iustitiam]+et BC tribunus]+ ut BC 
11 om. Perpetua A 11, 12 reuocatus satyrus et saturninus populum expec- 
tanti perminabantur. B 13 de hoc] Dehine BC ut] iam B perue- 
nerant B 14 inquiunt] iudicabit C ; om. B 15 ad] non ad B flagellas 
B 15, 16 per ordinem BC 16 et utique] utique illi B 17 et de] ex B 
18 dik B dedit B 19 cum exitum que in quis desiderauerat accepit B 
20 uoto] uocis B sermocinabatur B 21 ut scilicet] scilicet ut felicem et B 


22 coronam] curam B itaque]+cum B spectaculi] + ipse et BO 28 leo- 
pardum experti BC 


5 sacerdotum Saturni] For the Harris’s notes (p. 62 and Introd. p. 5). 
worship of the African Saturn cf. Berger The omission of any reference to Per. 
and Cagnat, Un Sanctuaire de Saturne petua’s husband is strange; but his 
it Ain-Tounga, Paris, 1889. ingenious suggestion is not altogether 

5, 6 sacratarum Cereri] See Mr convincing. 
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TaBadrovca tas Tavrwv Gpacets. dpolws Kat 7 Bnruknrarn 
Xaipovea él TH Tov ToKeTOU vycia iva Onptouaynon, amo aipa- 
Tos eis alua, ard paias pos povopayiav, wéAXovea NovoacGat 
peta Tov Toxerov, BRamticu@ Sevrépw, Toutécte TO bdim aipati. 
OTe 5€ Hyyicay mpo Tov audiOeatpov, nvayxatovto évdicacBaz 5 
oXNpaTa, of wey Appeves tepewv Kpovov, ai dé Onretas ths Anuy- 
Tpas* aGAXr’ n evyeveotarn éxetvy Llepretova trappnoia nywvi- 
aro é€ws TéXous: EXeyev yap: Ad tovTo Exovaiws eis TovTO 
éAnrvOapev, va n érevOepia nuov pn ntTnOn: dud rovTo Thy 
uyny nuov tapeddxapev, iva pndey TaY TovovTwy mpakoper’ 
TovTo auvetatapeba pel vuav. éréyvo n adixia Thv Sixatoav- 
vnv’ Kal perérerta émétpeirey 6 XidLapyos iva obtws eicayOa- 
ow ws noav' Kat 4 Lleprerova &pandXev, thy Keparnv rod 
Aiyutriou 76n watodoa. ‘“Peouxatos S¢ cal Yaroupviros Kal 
Latupos TO Gewpodvrs 6yX@ Tpocwplrovy Kal yevdpevor EuTpo- 
obev ‘IXapidvou, kiwnpacw Kai vevpaow epacav' Ww nuds Kat 
aé 0 Oeds. mpds Tadta aypiwbels 6 OYAOS pactTiywORvaL avTods 
éBonoev’ adda ot aytor nyaddacOnoay OTL vrépetvay Te Kal 
Tav Kuptaxov Taba. 
XIX. ’*AXD’ o elrrwy Aiteicbe kal AHyecbe EdmxKev Tois aiTn- 20 
cacw tavtTny thy dofav olay Exactos avTay éreOupnoev. eltrore 
yap pe’ éautav rept THs EvXAS TOU papTUpiou cuVENaXoOUP, La- 
Toupviros pev Tac Tots Onpiows BANOnvas éavrov Oérew [Ereyev] 
TwavtTws iva évdokorepoy otépavov arrodaBn. év apxn yoov THs 
Oewpias autos peta ‘Peovxarouv mapdadtiy virépevev’ GdAAd Kad 25 


oo 


0 


= 


5 


11 cwerdg{wueba peOacuveraferOar wed” Yudv 15 rpocw- 


23 om. fdeyev 


4 devrépy] 5¢ vo répw 
pldour} forte legebat concionabantur 


8 animam nostram addiximus] A 
bold metaphor derived from the oath of 
the ‘ uoluntarii,’ who sold themselves to 
a ‘lanista.’ For another metaphorical 
application of this oath, cf. Petron. 
Sat. 117 itaque ut duraret inter omnes 
tutum mendacium, in uerba Eumolpi 
sacramentum iuravimus, uri, uinciri, 
uerberari, ferroque necari, et quidquid 
aliud Eumolpus iussisset, tamquam 
legitimi gladiatores domino corpora 
animasque addicimus. 

10, 11 concessit...inducerentur}] It 


seems unnecessary to insert ‘ut’ with 
BC: though for its omission Catul. 114. 
5 (concede sit diues) is the only passage 
that I can find quoted. 

15, 16 pro ordine uenatorum] Cf. 
Tert. ad Mart. 5, ad Natt, 1. 18, 

18 Petite et accipietis] See above, p. 49. 

22 in commissione] Cf. Cic. Ep. ad 
Att. xv. 26 iam ab ipsa commissione; 
Suet. dug. 43 commissione ludorum qui- 
bus theatrum Marcellinum dedicabat. 

22, 28 reuocatus] This has been taken 
as & proper name and so the whole 
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uexatus, Saturus autem nihil magis quam ursum abomina- 
batur: sed uno morsu leopardi confici se iam praesumebat. 
itaque cum apro subministraretur, uenator potius qui illum apro 
subligauerat, subfossus ab eadem bestia, post dies muneris obiit. 
s Saturus solummodo tractus est. et cum ad ursum substrictus 
esset in ponte, ursus de cauea prodire noluit. itaque secundo 
Saturus inlaesus reuocatur. 
XX. Puellis autem ferocissimam uaccam, ideoque praeter 
consuetudinem comparatam, diabolus praeparauit: sexui earum 
10 etlam de bestia aemulatus. itaque dispoliatae et reticulis in- 
dutae producebantur. horruit populus, alteram respiciens puel- 
lam delicatam, alteram a partu recentem stillantibus mammis. 
ita reuocatae et discinctis indutae. prior Perpetua iactata est, et 
concidit in lumbos. et ubi sedit tunicam a latere discissam 
1sad uelamentum femoris reduxit, pudoris potius memor quam 
doloris. dehinc requisita, et dispersos capillos infibulauit. non 
enim decebat martyram sparsis capillis pati, ne in sua gloria 
plangere uideretur. ita surrexit, et elisam Felicitatem cum 
uidisset accessit, et manum ei tradidit et suscitauit illam. et 
20 ambae pariter steterunt, et populi duritia deuicta reuocatae sunt 
in portam Sanauiuariam. illic Perpetua a quodam tunc cate- 
chumino, Rustico nomine, qui ei adhaerebat, suscepta, et quasi a 
somno expergita (adeo in Spiritu et in extasi fuerat) circumspi- 
cere coepit, et instupentibus omnibus ait: Quando, inquit, pro- 
25ducimur ad uaccam illam, nescio. et cum audisset quod iam 


1 uexati sunt BC 2 sed] et B leopardisse B conficisse AB con- 
sumebat B 3 cum]+iam BC aper C 8, 4 aprum subministrauerat BC 
4 suffossos B diem BC § substrictus] subreptus B; subrectus C 6 exire B 
noluit]+ Pudens miles (milis B) de industria efferatorum (effratorum B) adfirmasset 
portas putris carnibus magis ne mitteretur (mittetur B) efficit (effigit B) BC (Ruin.) 


itaque] ita BC 8 om. ideoque B 9 consuetudinenem paratam B 
sexuigearum B 10,11 spoliate B om. et reticulis indutae BC 11 pro- 
mouebantur BC alteram respiciens] aspitiens B 12 dilectam B 18 et 
discinctis indutae] discinguntur. Inducitur B iactata est et] iacta B 14 
incidit B lumbis B ubi sedit] ut conspexit BC tonicam A eas lateribus 
conscisam B 15 femorum adduxit B 16 requisita et] a quo recurrit B 
17 ne in] non B 19 accessisset ei manum etradidit et subleuauit B 21 


porta B sane uiuariam A; om.B ajadA 22 quiei] quiatuncB gug. 
cepta] suscepit B 22, 23 de somno expergefacta B fuerat] fuerit A; fuerat, 
Nam B 24 stupentibus B 25 nescio]+quam BC (Ruin.) et] sed B 
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Yotepov él THS yepvpas vmrd apKou SieotrapaxOn. atupos Se 
ovdey GAXO  apxoy ameotpépeto’ nal evi Syyywate mapdarews 
terevodabat avtov émemroes’ Bote Kal Te oul Siaxovovpevos 
éoupn pcvov, axowiw mpocdebeis’ 6 5é Onpatns 6 Te out avTov 

\ e \ A \ 4 f ~ + @ e od 
mpoaBarwv vireo Tov Onpos KateTpwOn ob tws ws we? nuépav TaV 5 

a 9 a b \ \ Ld N e ‘ 
dirotipiay amo0avety. adda Kal mpos apov Svadebeis vyens 
manu Stépewev' ex yap Tov Cwypiov avtTns 4 dpKos oun ebéAnoev 
eer Ociv. 

XX. Tats paxapias 5€ veanow aypuwrarny Saad nroi- 
pacev 6 SiaBoros, TO OfAV avTay trapaltynrA@y Sia Tov Onpiov’ 10 
Kat yupvobeioat yotov mpoonyovto’ bev amectpadn 6 dyXos, 

/ \ \ / ‘ aN de wv @ a , 
piav pev tTpudepay xopnv Bretrav, tHv d€ adrANv pacbois ora- 
Covcay yada, ws mpoodatws xuncacay’ Kal avarndbcioa 
mwanw, cal Suxrvors mepiBrnOeioa, evdudvonovras vrovécpaci* 
O0ev eiaeNOovadyv avtav, n Tleprerova mpwtn Kxepaticbeica 15 
Errecev err caves’ Kai avaxablicaca Tov xiTaVva eK THS TAEUPAS 
auTns cuvayayovaa, éoxéTracev TOV éauTHS pNpoV, aidovs “aAXOV 
pynpovevoaca 9 Trovev' atdoupévn, undayos dpovticaca Tav 
’ ! - \ 3 D Q wae) t t 
adynoovev’ Kai émilntncaca BeXovnv ta éoTrapaypeva ouve- 

\ \ / a a / 3 \ 
oguyter, kal tas tTpivas Ths Kehadns tepiedncev’ ov yap érrpe- 20 
mwev TH paptupt Opklv omapayOeicas opacbar’ iva pn ev Th 
idia Tiny Soxn TwevOeiv. [Kai Kepatiabeicay iSotoa thy PnrLKy- 
TaTnv, TpoondOev avtyH] Kal KpaTnoaca THS yELpos aUTS TryEetpev 
avtnv. Kal €otnoav dua’ ths dé oxANpoTnTos Tod GyYXoU éxvL- 

/ 9 ’ ’ \ , \ , | yp mw ee 
KnOetons avedndOnoay eis thy mvAnv thy Coticny' éxel 1 25 
Ileprrerova vid tuvos Karnyoupévou ovopats ‘Povotixou, ds ma- 
pecotnxes avTn, ws é& brrvou éyepOcioa (ovTws ev mTvevpate 
yéyovey Exotacw wabodcoa), nai mepiBreWapévn OapBSovvtwv 
aravtov pn Tote BaddXopeba mrpos Thy Sapadw Hv Aéyovow ; 

‘ 9 / v4 9 , \ 9 / 9 c > 
Kai axovoaca ori Hon éEeAnAVOE pds avTHV, ov mpoTeEpov érrl- 30 

6 5d de6Fs 7 déwewov 15 KparnOjoa (sic) 17 aldoo 21 ora- 


paxOhoay 22, 23 ‘cod. om. [ ] transiliens a xal xeparioOetcay ad xal xparjcaca,’ 
Harris 29 Barr\wWpea 


passage has been changed in BC. But 6 in ponte] The ‘pons’ may be a 


ef, infra, ll. 7, 13. bridge crossing the ‘ fossa’ which some- 
super pulpitum] Sees woodcut given _times surrounded the arena, 
by Le Blant of a man bound to a post noluit] I have treated the curious 


on a slightly raised platform, and a addition in BC as a gloss, as it is not 
lion springing to get at him (Rev. Ar- found in A or g. 
chéol. 1889, vol. x11. p. 155). 
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euenerat, non prius credidit, nisi quasdam notas uexationis in 

corpore et habitu suo recognouisset. exinde accersitum fratrem 

suum et illum catechuminum adlocuta est, dicens; In fide 

state, et inuicem omnes diligite; et passionibus nostris ne scan- 
s dalizemini. 

XXI. Item Saturus in alia porta Pudentem militem exor- 
tabatur, dicens: Ad summam, inquit, certe, sicut praesumpsi et 
praedixi, nullam usque adhuc bestiam sensi. et nunc de toto 
corde credas. ecce prodeo illo, et ab uno morsu leopardi con- 

1osumor. et statim in fine spectaculi, leopardo eiecto, de uno 
morsu tanto perfusus est sanguine, ut populus reuertenti illi 
secundi baptismatis testimonium reclamauerit: Saluum lotum, 
saluum lotum. plane utique saluus erat, qui hoc modo lauerat. 
tunc Pudenti militi inquit: Vale, inquit, memor fidei meae; et 
15 haec te non conturbent, sed confirment. simulque ansulam de 
digito eius petiit, et uulneri suo mersam reddidit ei heredita- 
tem, pignus relinquens illi et memoriam sanguinis. exinde 
lam exanimis prosternitur cum ceteris ad iugulationem solito 
loco. et cum populus illos in medio postularet, ut gladio pene- 
20 tranti in eorum corpore oculos suos comites homicidii adiun- 
gerent, ultro surrexerunt, et se quo uolebat populus transtule- 
runt: ante iam osculati inuicem, ut martyrium per solemnia 
pacis consummarent. ceteri quidem inmobiles, et cum silentio 
1 uenerat B uexationes AB 2 et] C; et in B; om. A recogno- 
uisset]+Et illum cathecuminum A et exinde accersito B 8 est]+eos B 
3, 4 ut in fide starent et inuicem se deligerent B 6 om. Pudentem A 7 
dicens; Ad summam inquit certe] A; dicens. Adsum certe BC praesumpsi] 
promisi C 7, 8 om. et praedixi, nullam usque adhuc bestiam sensi BC 
8 et nunc] et nunc ut C; nuntiet B 9 ecce producor illuc C; et cum producar 
illue B ab uno] et nune BC 10 leopardi obiectus B; leopardus obiectus 
C 11 morsu]+eius B reuertenti illi] reuertendi B 12, 18 baptismi B 


declarauerat dicens. Saluum locum plane. Vtique B 13 qui hoc modo lauerat} 
om. B; qui hoc spectaculo claruerat (?C) Ruin. 14 om. inquit (pr.) B in- 
quit] inquit et (?) A; ait B §=memor)memtoB  meae] Holst.; mei AB 15 
confortent simul qui B annulum C 16 petit B uersam B om. ei B 
17 pignus] pinguens A beatam hereditatem relinquens ei pignus (illi pugnos 
B) et memoriam tanti sanguinis BC 17, 18 deinde iam animis B 18 iu- 
gulatione A in solito B 19 et] sed B in medium BO postolaret A ; 
postulasset B ut]+et B 19, 20 penetrante B 20 corpore eorum B 
committentes homicidia B 21 ultro] uulso B quo] quod A uoluerat B 
22 osculati]+in (supra lin.) A martyrem B 28 consumarentA; +et B 
et cum silentio] consilio B 
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atevoey Tplv } onueta Twa tTHS BrAaRns ev te idlw sdpatt 
éwpaxes’ avaderyPéevrwy 5& xarécaca tov idvov aderpov Kal 
avrov Tov KaTnyovmevoy trapexare iva év rioter Stapetvwow 
Kal adAnAous ayarraow, Kal Tois TaOnpacw éxelvors pn oKav- 
SaricAdaw ToLovTots ovo. 

XXI. Kal év érépa wiry 6 Xatupos 76 otpatiary Tovderre 
mpocwpire, Kaborov Aéywy OTe Kata thy mpdrgckiww thv env, 
ws Kal mpoetrov, ovdé ev Onpiwy nate pou Ews dpre’ idov dé 
vov, va é& 6rns Kapdias Svatricrevons, mpocépyouat, eal év évi 
Snypate wapdarews TereLodpar’ Kat evOds ev Trérec THS Oewpias 
mapdanis avt@ é€BrANOn, Kal év évi Syypat. tod aiparos tov 
aylou éverrAncOn* tocovToy alua éppvn, ws AoytoOjvas Sevrépov 
Bamriopod paptupiov' Kaas xal éredpover 6 dyXos Body xal 
Néeywu’ Karas édovcw, Kadws éAovcTw. Kal pny veyins WV 6 
TOLOUT@ TpOT@ AENOUpEVOS. TOTE TH oTpaTLdTH TlovdevTs epn’ 
‘Tyiawe xal pynuoveve trictewas Kal éuod' Kal Ta To.labra Kal 
oTepewoaTw ce paddov 7 Tapakatw. Kal SaxtUALoOY aitncas 
map avtod kal évOels auto Te idim alpate Ewxev a’T@ paxa- 
piay KAnpovouiay, adels pynuny cab évOnnnv aiwatos tydALKovU- 
Tov. eta tavta Aovrov éeutvéwy Ere arrnyOn peta Kal Tav 
GdrAwv TO cvvynOer TOT@ eis ohayny SE 6 OxXros i THEY avTOvS 
eis péoov peraxOnvat, dTrws Sid TaV ayiov cwpuaTwv édXavyd- 
pevov to Eihos Oedowrtat’ Kal of wakapior paptupes éxovTes 
nyépOncav’ noxvvovTo yap OALyous papTupas éyewy él TO pa- 
kapim Oavatm avtmv. Kal 8) éAOovrwy adtay Srrov 6 dyXAos 
éBovreTo, Tpw@Tov KaTepidnaay arANHAOoUS iva TO wuaTHpLov Sia 
TOV Oixelwy THS TiaTEWsS TEAELWowWOLY' Kal peTEeTELTA aGoMEVWS 
vméwewav trv did tov Eihous tiuwpiay’ todArA@ Se paddov 6 

2 avadaxOjoaca 


12 detbrepov 15 Wovdevrlw 


9 consumor] The Greek translator 


took this for ‘consummor’; but the 22 ante iam osculati] The kiss 


19 in medio] See note on p. 76, 1. 
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= 


5 


6. 
of 


word as it stands is more natural. 

12 Saluum lotum] See above, p. 8, 
and Mr Harris’s note ad loc. (p. 68). 

14 fidei meae]‘fidei mei’ AB. Possi- 
bly, following the Greek, we should read 
‘ fidei et mei.’ 


peace is not given in the midst of the 
amphitheatre, as the Greek version 
implies, and as the writer of the Thub- 
urbitan Acts (see above, p. 25) makes 
his martyrs give it. 
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ferrum receperunt: multo magis Saturus, qui et prior ascen- 
derat, prior reddidit spiritum; nam et Perpetuam sustinebat. 
Perpetua autem, ut aliquid doloris gustaret, inter ossa con- 
puncta exululauit; et errantem dexteram tirunculi gladiatoris 
5ipsa in iugulum suum transtulit. fortasse tanta femina aliter 
non potuisset occidi, quae ab inmundo spiritu timebatur, nisi 


ipsa uoluisset. 
O fortissimi ac beatissimi martyres! o uere uocati et electi 


in gloriam Domini nostri Jesu Christi; quam qui magnificat et 
1o honorificat et adorat, utique et haec non minora ueteribus ex- 

empla in aedificationem Ecclesiae legere debet, ut nouae quo- 

que uirtutes unum et eundem semper Spiritum Sanctum usque 

adhuc operari testificentur, [et] omnipotentem Deum Patrem et 

Filium eius Iesum Christum Dominum nostrum, cui est clari- 
15 tas et inmensa potestas in saecula saeculorum. amen. 


1 prior]+scalam BC 2 reddendo BC Perpetuam] perpetua A; perpe- 
tuum B sustinebat] exspectabat BO 8 ut]+ipsa B gustasset inter 
quostas B conpuncta] conpune (sic) A; puncta B 4 gladiatoris trunculi 
B 5 transtulit] posuit B §fortasse]+enim B __aaliter] alibi B 6 quae) 
que B; quiA 8 uere] uiri B 9 quam] A; quoniam C; om. B 9, 10 
om. et honorificat C 10 adorat] honorat sanctos BC utique] + habebit (-bat 
B) uitam aeternam BC non minora] nomina A; minora BC 11 om. in B 
aedificatione A legere] lege B debet] debemus BO ut) B; et A 11, 12 
noua quoque uirtutis B 18 testificentur, et] Holst.; testificemur A 18, 14 
ad hoc credamus operari, ut testificetur omnipotentis Dei et filii eius Iesu Christi 
Domini nostri gloria BC —_—cuius claritas in saecula saeculorum.amen. B 


8 uocati et electi] See above, p. 50. should be noted that the MS. has etx ice, 
10 non minora] The evidence of the which may have come from ‘minora’ 
MSS. seems to point to this rather than (BC). 
to ‘non minus’ which Holsten edited. 18 testificentur, et) I have inserted 
The latter reading has the support of the ‘et’ with Holsten: but the whole passage 
Greek as amended by Mr Harris: but it is very corrupt in the MSS. 
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U e / ‘ / 9 bd U 
Latupos, 6 &) mpotepos THY KAripaxa éxelyny avaBas, ds Kal 
érecoev THY Ileprrerovay avaBaivew. 1 5é Ileprrerova, iva Kal 
QUT) yEevonTaL TOV TrOVWY, TeEpl Ta GoTéa VUYyetoa NAGAaEED, Kal 
weTNaYnuevny THY SeELay amreipov movoayou KpaTnoaca Tpoc- 
nyayey TH KaTaKrelds EauTns’ lows THY ToTa’THY yuvaika TOU 5 
axaBaptov mvevpatos doBovpévov nal govevOjvar pr Bovdo- 
pévou. 
? 9 8 ’ , , \ A 
QO avépioraro: nal paxapiwrato: waptupes Kal oTpaTiorat 
éxrextol, eis Sdfav Kuptov ‘Incod Xpioctod KexrAnpévor. Tres 
peyarUvopev Upads 7 pmakapicwper, yevvaloTaTOL OTPAaTL@TAL ; 10 
ovY Hooov THY Tadalav ypadav, & eis oixodouny éxxrAnolas 
avayiwocKkerOar adeiier 4 TravapeTos TodtTeila TOY paxkaploy 
paptupey * * * * * *€ 8 dy Sokay avatréutropev T~ 
TaTpl THY aiwveov, Gua Te povoyevel avtod vid TE Kuplo nuav 
"I A A ) e Hf 4 ; e 50 } \ f ? 
nood Xpict@ ovv aryl mvevpatu’ & 4 Soka Kal TO KpaTos ets 15 
Tovs aid@vas TOY aidvav. aun. 


2 &pnoev 4 werhaynudvn 5 rob) ord 11 otk tcov 


ADDITIONAL NOTES. 


1. Variants of A and B not included in the apparatus criticus. 


60,5 aequae A 7 presenti A 10 queque A 11 saecundum A 
14 filieque A 62,8 ibeccillitas A disperatio A 9 estimet A 15 
martiribus A 18 cathecumini A 22 aequae A cathecuminum A; 
caticuminum B 22 uberam B 26 inquid B 27 patrum B afectione A 
64,4 michi A 9 spacio A michi A 11 recipimus B 12 die B 
13 benefitio B premio A 66,4 postulé A 5 que B 9 mire AB 
celum B 10 possim B 11 scale B 14 inhererent AB 15 mire B 
16 satyrus B 19 scale B 68,1 lentae A 8 orti immensum A (sed cum 
notis transpositionis) 4 habito B 5 adspexit B 6 michi B 9 
exptasum AB cummanducansB- 1I11seculumB 14 tedio AB 17 etatis 
B 70,2 gauissus B 8 confor|fortaui A 7 pranderemur A 
9 inmensus B 15 infantie B 16 helarius A 21 dampnat B 72,7 
michi B 8 commemerata A 9 cepi B 11 dignigratem B 12 
estuantem A 14 fatie B; facié A dinogratis B 15 per infirmitate B 
16 facié carcerataé A; cancerata fatie B hodio (corr. in hodie) A ominibus 
A 17 facerem B 20 alcorem B 21 dinogratis B 23 exporrecta 
A; expta B 26 crastensem A 74,3 man|mansimus A 4 dino- 
gratem B 7 umbiculum B 9 dinogratis B cepit AB 9,10 defi- 
tiebat B 11 exporecta A; expta B 12 pena A 18 milis B obtio A 
14 cepit B 17 tedio AB cepit B 19 fatiem B 20 que B 
76,2 apperui B 6 amphiteatrum A; amfiteatrum B 7 cumlaborabo B 
8 aspitio B 10 egiptius A _— fedus spetiae B 13 ceperunt B 14 egyptium 
AB 15 uoluntatem A mire B 16 anpitheatri A; anfiteatri B 
20 egiptius A; egyptius B 78,1 cepimus B fatiem B cedebam AB 
8 cepi B cedere B 5 apprehendi A 6 cepit AB 8 gloriam B 
9 expta AB 13 satyrus B 14 inquid B 15 cepimus B 18 
inmensam B 20 iestamur B 21 spacium grandé A 23 cipressi A 
80,8 querebamus AB 12 edificati A; edificate B 12,18 quatuor B 


17 dextera B 20 suleuauerunt A 21 fatiem B 82,6 cepit B grece A 
7roseB 9 discensiones B 13 cepimus B 15 exptusB 16 martirum A 


84,5,6 commartires A 6 sotiam AB 12 que B 17 permijtendo A 
18,19 ad sublimdi.tante B 21 aditientes B 24 fatiem B 86,2 cassaris A 
8 orruit A tribunos B 5 frerit A 6 obtione A credentem A 


9 constantiam B 10 iuditium B 11 dicentes adtyro B 18 hodistis AB 
faties B 15 antoniti B 16 illuxit A uictorie AB 17 amphitea- 
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trum AB celum B 88,3 obsetrice A reciarium A loturam B 
11 egyptii A 14 ceperunt B 20 martirii A 21 uellere obici B 
22 expectaculi B 28 pulpetum B 90,1 satyrus B nichil A 2 pre- 
sumebat A 4 bestiam A 5 satyrus B 7 satyrus B inlesus AB 
8 baccam A 9 preparauit AB 10 emulatus AB dispoliate A 11 orruit 
A 13 ite B reuocate AB 19 helisam (?) A; elisan B 20 ambe AB 


reuocate B 21, 22 cathecumino A; caticumina B 22 adherebat AB 
24 cepit B inquid B 25 baccam A 92,3 cathecuminum A; cati- 
cuminum B 6 satyrus B aliam portam A 7 presumpsi AB 8 predixi A 
9 morsi B 10 in finem expectaculi B 14 pudendi B 15 hec B 
16, 17 ereditatem A 18 exanimes A 22 solempnia B 23 immobiles B 
94,1 satyrus B 5 gugullum B 6 immundo B 10 hec B 11 
edificationem B 


2. Note on Retranslations from a Latin Version of the N. T. in Ep. 
Vienn. et Lugd. apud Euseb. H. E. v. 1. 


The direct quotations in this letter give us but little guidance as to the 
character of the text of the N.T. used at this time in the Churches of Gaul : 
but the language of the writer is everywhere interwoven with Scriptural 
reminiscences, and in these he seems to betray a greater familiarity with a 
Latin Version than with the original Greek. In the following investigation I 
shall take the passages which suggest this phenomenon in their order, giving 
references to the sections in Heinichen’s edition. 

1. §12 peyadros érronOnpev 81a ro adnAov THs Gporoyias, ov ras éemipepo- 
pévas Kodagets hoBovpevot, adAa TO TéAos ahopa@rtes Kat TO anomecetv twa 
8edcores. This may contain a retranslation of ‘intuentes exitum’ (=advaeo- 
pouvres thy €xBaow) Heb. xiii. 7. 

2. $17 80 hs érédeckev 6 yptoros drt ra map avOpeomos evTedh kal derdy 
kat evxaradpuvnra dawoueva peyaAns katafiovra: mapa Oe@ ddfns. Several 
passages seem partially interwoven here, but we may perhaps find a reference 
-especially to 1 Cor. i. 28 ra dyévy rov koopou Kat ra é£ovbernpéva é£edétaro 6 
Oeds x.r.A.; and in this case we have a retranslation based upon -‘ignobilia 
mundi et contemptibilia eligit Deus.’ Cf. infra § 42 9 pixpa cai aodevns xat 
evxatadpovnros, where doOevns takes us back to the same context in 
S. Paul. 

3. § 17 80a ry mpos avrov adyarny, thy év Suvdpes Serxvuperny kal pr ev etdes 
kavyopémy. This recalls 1 Cor. iv. 19 yvacopuas ov rov Acyov ray mehvow- 
pevwy dAda thy Svvayw, together with 2 Cor. v. 12 mpos rovs €v mpoodm@ 
Kavyopévous Kai py ev xapdig. Here ev mpoowm@ reappears as ev cider through 
the medium of the Latin ‘qui in facce gloriantur.’ 

4, §18 ris capkivns Searoivns avrns. See note on p. 73 above. I 
have to thank Mr P. M. Barnard of Christ’s College for having in the first 
instance called my attention to the fact that this was a retranslation of 
‘carnalis,’ and also for help in the further investigation of the subject. 
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5. § 18 pndey eyovres ners 5 wowjcovow avrp. Cf. § 21 pnnére pnder 
elyov 0 romvovow avrg. In Lue. xii. 4 the Vulg. translation of «ai pera 
Tavra py €xovray mepoodrepoy Tt mowjoat is ‘et post haec non habent amplius 
quid faciant.’? Cod. Bez. has ‘nequa habentium amplius quid facere’; Cod. 
Palat. (e), ‘et postea non habet amplius aliquid facere. Mnyxérs appears to 
have replaced mepiocorepov through the medium of ‘amplius,’ 

6. § 22 uiro ris ovpaviov mnyis rov vdaros ths (wns rod éEcovros dx ris 
ynSvos rov yptcrod Spoct{opevos Kal éevdvvazovpevos. This is based on 
Apoc, xxi. 6 éyd rq@ diparre 8dcw ex ris mys rou Udaros Tis (ons Seopedy, and 
Jn. vii. 37, 38 day ris diy épxéoOw mpcs pe cal mivéro. oO murrevew els épé, 
kabas elev 4 ypady, morapol éx ris KowWlas avrov pevocovow Sdaros Cépros. 
The interpretation of this latter passage has been disputed, partly owing to 
the difficulty of connecting the words as they are ordinarily punctuated with 
any ‘Scripture’ of the O.T. This difficulty is somewhat lessened if we 
connect 6 morevwy els éué with the previous word mere, and 80 leave it open 
to refer the words é« rijs xothias avrov to Christ Himself. This interpretation, 
whatever be its merits or defects, was undoubtedly the one familiar to our 
writer who represents ‘de uentre eius’ of the Latin Version by éx ris wn dvos 
rov xypiorov. And the same interpretation is suggested by the colometry of 
the Old Latin. Cod. Bez. reads 

dicens si quis sitit ueniant 

et bibat qui credit in me 

sicut dixit scriptura. flumina dentre 
elus fluent aquae uiuae. 


Cod. Palat. (e) reads likewise 
"gi quis sitit 
ueniat et bibat 
qui credit in 
me, 

Sicut scriptum 
est flumina de 
uentre eius 
fluent aquae 

Vibae. 

Thus the use of this passage by our writer has a threefold interest. It 
suggests that he was more familiar with a Latin Version than with the 
original Greek of S. John’s Gospel, so that in retranslating ‘de uentre’ he 
misses éx tys xotMias and substitutes éx ris ydvos: it indicates that the 
Version he used was that which we speak of as the Old Latin: and it gives 
very early authority for an interpretation which is now generally discarded 
(see Westcott adloc.). Mr F. C. Burkitt of Trinity points out to me that this 
interpretation is suggested by the quotation of the passage in the Speculum 
(Corp. Script. Eccl. Lat. x1. p. 700) after Jerem. ii. 13 ff, the section being 
entitled ‘Quod Dominus fons uitae nuncupetur.’ 
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7. § 27 érépas pnyavas 6 biaBodos érevoet. In Eph. vi. 11 (mpos ras pedo- 
8eias rov dcaBoAov) the Vulg. has ‘aduersus insidias diaboli’: but Tertullian 
adv. Marc. v. 18 has ‘ad machinationes diaboli,’ and this must point to the 
true restoration of Ambrosiaster in loc. ‘aduersus nationes,’ especially as he 
afterwards in his comment speaks of ‘omnia machinamenta diaboli.’ ‘Machi- 
nationes’ would naturally reproduce itself as pnyavas. 

8. § 30 os vro trav oTpariwray emt Tro Biya Koptobeis...émiBonoets mavrotas 
motoupévav, as avrov dyros tov Xptorov, amedi8ouv rv xadnv paprupiay. The 
writer clearly has 1 Tim. vi. 13 in his mind, Xpeorov "Incod rod paprupnoavros 
mi Tlovriov TetAdrov ryy Kady cpodoyiay. The people cry out against Pothinus 
as though he were himself the Christ: he is Christ-like at least in ‘witnessing 
the good confession’ before his judge. The Vulgate here has ‘Christo Jesu 
qui testiemonium reddidit sub Pontio Pilato bonam confessionem.’ Tertullian 
(De Praescr, 25) and Ambrosiaster (ad loc.) give ‘testatus est’ (Tert. v.1. 
‘testificatus’): but the Vulgate rendering has a flavour of antiquity about it. 

9. § 40 avrol Péapa yiwopevor (V.1. yevouevor) r@ koopp. Cf. 1 Cor. iv. 9 Gre 
Oéarpov éyernOnuev rm xoopp. Here Oéaua represents the Latin ‘spectaculum.’ 

10. § 48 pndé aicbnow évdvparos vupdenod. Cf. Mt. xxii. 12 ovk évdedu- 
pévov évdupa yauov. The word vupdexos in this place has caused much trouble 
to the commentators (see Heinichen ad loc. vol. 111. pp. 183 ff.). It is however 
a retranslation of the Latin, which reads ‘non uestitum ueste nuptiali’ (ues- 
timentum nuptiale e). Cf. infra § 55 ds els vupdixov Beimvoy KxexAnpévn, with 
Apoc., xix. 9 els ro Setrvoy rod yduou rov dpyiov (cenam nuptiarum), 

11. § 58 6 dvopos avounoarw éri, cat o Bixaots dixawwOnrw grr. Here we 
have a direct quotation of Apoc. xxii. 11, introduced by the words iva 1} ypagy 
mAnpw67. The original Greek text is 6 ddi«dy ddcxnoarw ért, cal 6 pumapds 
puravOnra eri, cat 6 Sixasos Stxatocvyny momoare ér. Our writer therefore 
quotes from memory, and his recollection seems here again to be of the Latin 
Version. The Vulgate has ‘qui nocet noceat adhuc, et qui in sordibus est 
sordescat adhuc, et qui iustus est iustificetur adhuc.’ But Tichonius ad loc. 
(Hom. 19) gives ‘qui iniustus est iniusta faciat adhuc.’ And Primasius ad loc. 
also says ‘nam et alia translatio: gui iniustus est, ait, iniuste faciat adhuc.’ 
“Avopos then seems to be a retranslation of ‘iniustus,’ and possibly dicavobrre 
(for which however there is some slight Greek evidence) may have come from 
‘ iustificetur.’ 

12. c. 2 §5 &voy dravras, é3écpevoy 8€ ovdéva’ nal rep ray ra Sewva 
d:aribévroy nixovro. We have here a clear reference to the power of ‘ binding 
and loosing’ spoken of in Mt. xvi. 19, xviii. 18; but 8éw is the word in either 
case, and not Secpevw, which may be explained as a retranslation of the Latin 
‘ligare.’ The second clause may refer to Luc. vi. 28 mpocevyerOe wep) rav 
érnpeatovroy vas. Here the Latin is ‘orate pro calumniantibus uos’ (orate 
pro eis qui uobis iniuria faciunt e). 

By adhering to the order of the narrative I have necessarily placed some 
of the less convincing examples first; but I think that a fair case is made out 
on the whole for believing that the Gallican Churches were familiar with a 
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Latin Version of the New Testament: and examples (6), (7) and (11) connect 
that Version with what is commonly known as the African Old Latin. 


3. Note on the reading of the text in c. xvi. (p. 84, UW. 18 ff.). 


Holsten edited in this passage 
‘etsi indigni ad supplementum tantae gloriae describendum.’ 

This is unsatisfactory, not only because it twice deserts his own MS, 
and the other two, but also because it does not yield the required sense. 
‘Gloria’ refers to the martyrdom itself and not to the imprisonment of the 
martyrs and their visions. So that ‘supplementum tantae gloriae’ is an 
awkward collocation. What is left unfinished and needs completion is not the 
martyrdom but its record. ‘To complete the description of this great glory’ 
is the task before the writer. I have therefore restored ‘describendae’ by 
the aid of B ; and this is not far from ‘describenti’ of A. ‘Indigni’ (Holst.) 
may perhaps be right: the Greek seems to confirm it. A reads ‘indigna) 
B ‘indigne’; and this latter gives a fair sense when taken either with ‘con- 
scribi’ or with ‘exequimur.’ 

In the next sentence (1. 22) I have retained the reading of A, merely 
changing ‘ tractanti’ into ‘tractantur’ (Holst. ‘tractarentur’). But the coin- 
cidence of BCg in the participial form makes me somewhat uncertain whether 
we have yet recovered the true reading of this passage. 


4. The Shorter Latin Acts of the Passion of S. Perpetua. 


I reprint for the sake of reference these Acts from Aubé (Les Chréttens 
dans empire romain, 2nd ed. pp. 521 ff), who edits them from Biblioth. Nat. 
fonds latin 5269, 5279, 5297, 5311, 5318, 5349, They are given somewhat 
differently by Pillet (Hist. de 8. Perpétue) from fonds latin 14650, and from 
Bruxelles 207—8 (printed in Anal. Bolland.). The MSS. of them are legion. 


Facta persecutione sub Valeriano et Gallieno consulibus, comprehensi 
sunt uenerabiles uiri iuuenes Satyrus et Saturninus, duo fratres, Reuocatus et 
Felicitas soror eius et Perpetua quae erat de nobili genere et habebat patrem 
et matrem et duos fratres et fillum ad mamillam: annorum enim erat illa 
duorum et uiginti. apud Africam in ciuitate Tuburbitanorum. 

Minutius proconsul dixit ad eos: Inuictissimi principes Valerianus et 
Gallienus iusserunt ut sacrificetis. Satyrus respondit: Hoc non sumus 
facturi, Christiani enim sumus. proconsul iussit eos recludi in carcerem ; 
siquidem hora erat prope tertia. 

Audiens uero pater Perpetuae eam esse comprehensam cucurrit ad carce- 
rem, et uidens eam dixit : Quid hoc fecisti, filia? dehonestasti enim genera- 
tionem tuam. nunquam enim de genere nostro aliquis missus est in carcerem. 
Perpetua uero dixit ad eum: Pater, ecce, uerbi gratia, uides uas iacens aut 
fictile aut cuiuslibet generis? et ille respondit: Video, quid ad haec? Per- 
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petua dixit: Numquid aliud nomen potest habere quam quod est? at ille 
respondit: Non. Perpetua dixit: Nec ego aliud nomen accipere possum 
quam quod sum Christiana. tunc pater eius audito uerbo irruit super eam, 
uolens oculos eius eruere ; et exclamans, confusus, egressus est foras. 

Orantes uero et sine cessatione preces ad-Deum effundentes, cum essent 
multis diebus in carcere, quadam nocte uidens uisum sancta, Perpetua alia die 
retulit commartyribus suis ita dicens : 

Vidi in uisu hac nocte scalam erectam [aeream aliz] mirabili altitudine 
usque ad caelum, et ita erat angusta ut nonnisi unus per eam ascendere 
posset. dextra uero laeuaque inerant fixi cultri et gladii ferrei, ut nullus 
circa se nisi ad caelum respicere posset. sub ea uero iacebat latens draco 
teterrimus ingenti forma, ut prae metu eius quiuis ascendere formidaret. 
uidi etiam ascendentem per eam Satyrum usque ad sursum, et respicientem 
ad nos et dicentem : Ne uereamini hunc draconem qui iacet ; confortamini in 
gratia Christi ; ascendite et nolite timere, ut mecum partem habere possitis. 
uidi etiam iuxta scalam hortum ingentem, copiosissimum et amoenum ; et in 
medio horto sedentem senem in habitu pastorali et mulgentem oues, et in 
gyro eius stantem multitudinem candidatorum: et aspiciens ad nos uocauit 
ad se et dedit nobis omnibus de fructu lactis. et cum-gustassemus, turba 
candidatorum responderunt Amen, et sic prae clamore uocum sum experge- 
facta. 

At uero illi cum haec audissent gratias agentes insufficienter Domino 
cognouerunt se ex reuelatione beatissimae Perpetuae ad martyrii coronam 
dignos esse effectos. 

Post haec uero procedens Minutius proconsul et sedens pro tribunali eos 
exhiberi praecepit: dixitque ad eos: Sacrificate diis; sic enim iusserunt 
perpetui principes. Satyrus respondit : Deo magis oportet sacrificare quam 
idolis. proconsul dixit: Pro te respondes, aut pro omnibus? Satyrus dixit : 
Pro omnibus, una enim est in nobis uoluntas. proconsul ad Saturninum, 
Reuocatum, Felicitatem et Perpetuam dixit : Vos quid dicitis? at illi respon- 
derunt : Verum est : unam gerimus uoluntatem. 

Proconsul iussit uiros a mulieribus separari : et ad Satyrum dixit : Sacrifica, 
iuuenis, et ne te meliorem quam principes iudices esse. Satyrus respondit : 
Meliorem me iudico apud uerum principem et praesentis et futuri saeculi, si 
colluctando pati meruero. proconsul dixit: Suade tibi, et sacrifica, iuuenis. 
Satyrus respondit : Hoc ego non sum facturus. 

Proconsul ad Saturninum dixit: Sacrifica uel tu, iuuenis, ut ualeas uiuere. 
Saturninus respondit : Christianus sum, et hoc mihi facere non licet. 

Proconsul ad Reuocatum dixit : Forte et tu sequeris uoluntatem illorum. 
Reuocatus respondit : Eorum plane propter Deum sequor desideria, procon- 
sul dixit: Sacrificate ne uos interficiam. Reuocatus respondit: Deum ora- 
mus ut hoc mereamur. 

Proconsul eos remoueri praecepit, et Felicitatem et Perpetuam sibi iussit 
offerri. dixit autem ad Felicitatem: Quae diceris? respondit: Felicitas. 
proconsul dixit : Virum habes? Felicitas respondit : Habeo quem nunc con- 
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temno. proconsul dixit: Vbi est? Felicitas dixit: Non est hic. proconsul 
dixit: Quo genere est? Felicitas respondit: Plebeius. proconsul dixit: 
Parentes habes? Felicitas dixit: Non habeo: Reuocatus uero congermanus 
meus est. uerumtamen his maiores parentes habere non potero. proconsul 
dixit : Miserere tui, puella, et sacrifica ut uiuas ; maxime quia te infantem in 
utero habere uideo. Felicitas respondit : Ego Christiana sum, et haec omnia 
mihi propter Deum contemnere praecepta sunt. proconsul dixit: Consule 
tibi, doleo enim de te. Felicitas respondit: Fac quod uis; mihi enim per- 
suadere non poteris. 

Proconsul ad Perpetuam dixit: Quid dicis, Perpetua? sacrificas? Per- 
petua, Christiana, inquit, sum, et nominis mei sequor auctoritatem, ut sim 
perpetua. proconsul dixit: Parentes habes? Perpetua respondit : Habeo. 

Audientes uero parentes eius pater, mater, fratres, et maritus simulque 
cum paruulo eius qui erat ad lac, uenerunt, cum essent de nobili genere. et 
uidens eam pater eius stantem ante proconsulis tribunal, cadens in faciem 
suam dixit ad eam: Filia, iam non filia sed domina, miserere aetati meae 
patris tui, si tamen mereor dici pater; miserere et matris tuae, quae te ad 
talem florem aetatis perduxit, miserere et fratribus tuis, et huic infelicissimo 
uiro tuo, certe uel paruulo huic qui post te uiuere non poterit. depone hanc 
cogitationem tuam. nemo enim nostrum post te uiuere poterit, quia hoc 
generi meo nunquam contigit. Perpetua uero stabat immobilis, et respiciens 
in caelum dixit ad patrem suum: Pater, noli uereri: Perpetuam enim filiam 
tuam, si non obstiteris, perpetuam filiam tuam possidebis. 

Proconsul dixit : Moueant te et excitent ad dolorem lacrymae parentum 
tuorum, praeterea uoces paruuli tui. Perpetua dixit: Mouebunt me lacrymae 
eorum, si & conspectu Domini et a consortio horum sanctorum, cum quibus 
secundum uisionem meam fratribus bonis sum copulata, fuero aliena inuenta. 

Pater uero iactans infantem in collum eius et ipse cum matre et marito 
tenentes manus eius et flentes osculabantur dicentes: Miserere nostri, filia, 
et uiue nobiscum. at illa prospiciens [w./. proiciens] infantem eoeque 
repellens dixit: Recedite a me operarii iniquitatis, quia non noui uos. 
non enim potero maiores et meliores uos facere quam Deum qui me ad hanc 
gloriam perducere dignatus est. 

Videns uero proconsul eorum perseuerantiam, data sententia Satyrum, 
Saturninum et Reuocatum flagellis caesos, et Perpetuam et Felicitatem 
exalapatas, in carcerem recipi praecepit, ut in Caesaris natale bestiis mitte- 
rentur. et cum essent in carcere iterum uidit uisionem Perpetua: Aegyptium 
quemdam horridum et nigrum, iacentem et uolutantem se sub pedibus 
eorum; retulitque sanctis fratribus et commartyribus suis. at illi intelli- 
gentes gratias egerunt Domino, qui, prostrato inimico generis humani, eos 
laude martyrii dignos habuerit. 

Contristantibus uero iis de Felicitate quod esset praegnans in mensibus 
octo, statuerunt unanimiter pro ea precem ad Dominum fundere. et dum 
orarent, subito enixa est uiuum. quidam uero de custodibus dixit ad eam: 
Quid factura es cum ueneris in amphitheatrum, quae talibus detineris 
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tormentis? Felicitas respondit: Hic ego crucior; ibi uero pro me Dominus 
patietur. 

Facto itaque die natali Caesaris, concursus ingens fiebat populi in amphi- 
theatrum ad spectaculum eorum. procedente uero proconsule, eos ad 
amphitheatrum perduci praecepit. euntibus uero eis sequebatur Felicitas, 
quae ex sanguine carnis ad salutem sanguinis [w/. salutis sanguinem] 
ducebatur, et de obstetrice ad gladium, et de lauatione post partum balnei 
ganguinis effusione meruit delauari [w./. relauari]. adclamante uero. turba, 
positi sunt in medio amphitheatri nudi, ligatis post tergum manibus; et 
dimissis bestiis diuersis, Satyrus et Perpetua a leonibus sunt deuorati. 
Saturninus uero ab ursis erutus gladio est percussus. Reuocatus uero et 
Felicitas a leopardis gloriosum agonem impleuerunt. 

Horum ergo famosissimorum et beatissimorum Martyrum, sanctissimi 
fratres, qui passi sunt sub Valeriano et Gallieno imperatoribus apud Africam 
in ciuitate Tuburbitanorum sub Minutio proconsule die nonarum Martiarum, 
fideliter memoriis communicantes actus eorum in ecclesia ad edificationem 
legite, precantes Dei misericordiam ut orationibus eorum et omnium 
sanctorum nostri misereatur, atque participes eorum efficere dignetur, in 
gloriam et laudem nominis sui, quod est benedictum in saecula saeculorum. 
amen. 
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THE ACTS OF THE SCILLITAN MARTYRS 


THE ORIGINAL LATIN TEXT 
TOGETHER WITH 


THE GREEK VERSION AND THE LATER LATIN 
RECENSIONS | 


THE ACTS OF THE SCILLITAN MARTYRS. 


THE Acts of the Scillitan Martyrs were printed by Baronius under 
the vear 202, apparently from two or three MSS., some of the 
readings of which he records) They were reprinted by Ruinart 
who added a somewhat different recension from a Colbertine MS, 
and also a fragment of about ten lines of yet another recension 
which Mabillon had found at Reichenau (Mab. Vet. Anal. rv. 155), 

The recension of Baronius mentioned Severus and Antoninus 
(ie. Caracalla) as the reigning Emperors, and the Colbertine recen- 
sion also spoke of more than one Emperor, though no names were 
given. This being so, it seemed that the Martyrdom could not be 
referred to an earlier date than the year 198, in which Caracalla 
received the title of Augustus. On the other hand Mabillon’s 
fragment spoke of one Emperor only, but did not mention his 
name. The three recensions agreed in naming Saturninus as the 
proconsul ; and, as Tertullian tells us (Ad Scap. 3) that he was 
the first to draw the sword on the Christians in Africa, it was 
difficult to place the Martyrdom later than 200. 

The names of the Consuls only introduced fresh confusion, as 
they were given in so corrupt a form that it seemed hopeless to 
try and identify them. Mabillon gave: Praesidente bis Claudiano 
consule. Baronius: Haistente (alias praestante ; alias praesente) 
Claudio (alias Claudtano) consule. The Colbertine recension 
omitted them altogether. M. Léon Renier suspected that the 
word bis pointed to a Consul’s name underlying the preceding 
word, and wished to refer the Martyrdom to 180, Praesens IL and 
Condianus. This earlier date harmonised much better with 
Tertullian’s notice of Saturninus, but it was only possible to 
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accept it if Mabillon’s fragment were regarded as representing the 
more original form of the Martyrdom. 

The ingenious conjecture of M. Renier has been completely 
justified with the accession of fresh documents. In 1881 Usener 
published the Martyrdom in a Greek form from a MS., dated 890, 
in the Bibliothéque Nationale at Paris’. This opened with the 
names of two Consuls, though still in a corrupt form (él TWépcap- 
Tos TO SevTepov Kal Kravdiavod trav vrratwyv), and spoke through- 
out the piece of the Emperor in the singular number. Moreover it 
- represented a shorter recension than either that of Baronius or 
the Colbertine, and it bore throughout an impress of greater 
originality. 

All difficulty as to the date was thus at an end; but a new 
controversy was raised as to the origin of the Greek form of the 
Martyrdom. Usener at once declared it to be a translation from 
a lost Latin original. In this he was followed by Hilgenfeld, who 
added that it bore a closer relation to the fragment of Mabillon 
than to the other recensions. Duchesne made a like observation, 
but gave no opinion on the question of a Greek or Latin original. 
On the other hand, Aubé contended that the original document 
was written in Greek, as he had himself suspected before Usener’s 
discovery was made known*. Bonnet and Sittl pronounced the 
same judgment’. . 

After examining Aubé’s arguments I felt convinced that 
Usener’s decision was the correct one; and I believed moreover 
that if we had the whole of the document represented by Ma- 
billon’s fragment we should probably be in possession of the source 
of all the three recensions hitherto published. I have been con- 
firmed in this view by the discovery of the very document which 
I had desired to find; and I now publish it in the belief that we 
have at last the original Latin form of the Martyrdom. On the 
30th of August, 1890, I found in the British Museum a codex (No. 
11,880) assigned to the ninth century, containing the Scillitan 
Martyrdom in a form agreeing exactly with Mabillon’s fragment, 
as far as that fragment goes. The remainder of the piece, for 

1 Index Scholarum, &c. Bonn, 1881. 


2 Etude sur un nouveau texte des Actes des Martyrs Scillitains, Paris, 1881, 
3 Sittl, Local peculiarities of Latin, p. 112, 
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here we have it in its entirety, will be read with the greatest 
interest, not only as a fresh contribution to our knowledge of 
popular African Latin of the second century, but also as a simple 
and inspiring narrative of the brave endurance of the early African 
Christians. It is brief, almost to obscurity; and we can readily 
understand that it would need to be paraphrased and enlarged for 
Church purposes, so as to provide a somewhat longer and less 
difficult lection for the commemoration of the Martyrs. In its 
contents it is, as might be expected, in closest correspondence with 
the Greek form: and we may pronounce over it at once the same 
eulogy with which Aubé greeted the appearance of the Greek 
itself: ‘c’est infiniment plus simple, plus grave, plus impersonnel 
et plus court que les autres textes.’ 

Shortly after my first discovery I found in the State Library 
at Evreux a 13th century MS. (No. 37, f. 55), and in the Hof- 
Bibliothek at Vienna (No. 377) an 11th century MS., of the same 
Passion. Both of these offer texts which correspond very closely 
to that of the MS. in the British Museum. Their modifications 
consist almost entirely of additions; and they help to restore a 
few passages where the earlier MS. is at fault. I have recorded 
their variants in the critical notes, but I have adopted none of 
them into the text, unless they were justified by the other re- 
censions. 

I have collated afresh the Paris Codex of the Greek version, 
and have printed it without modification as it stands in the MS. 
I have also reprinted for the sake of reference the Latin recension 
given by Baronius, and that from the MS. of the Abbey of Silos in 
Spain (Bibliothéque Nat., fonds latin n. a. 2179) as given in Aubé’s 
edition. This MS. gives an earlier form of the Colbertine recen- 
sion, which comes from fonds latin 5306 (‘olim Colbertinus’). 

In the critical notes A= Brit. Mus. 11,880 (9th cent.) B= 
Vienna 377 (11th cent.), and C = Evreux no. 37 (13th cent.). 


When we compare the newly found Latin text with the 
Greek, we note that it does not, like that and one of the Latin 
recensions, prefix the title of ‘Saint’ to each of the Martyrs whose 
words are recorded. It does not describe the exultation of Spe- 
ratus when judgment is pronounced, but simply records his words : 
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‘Deo gratias agimus.’ Similarly it does not give the full thanks- 
giving of all the Martyrs, but simply repeats: ‘Deo gratias.’ It 
says nothing about ‘sending up the Amen,’ which is a common- 
place of Martyrologists. The close of the piece, moreover, has 
been altered and expanded in the Greek, in which the locality of 
the Martyrs is named, and the exquisite phrase ‘regnant cum 
Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto’ has been rejected, as it has been 
also in both the recensions of the Latin. All these points may be 
regarded as evidence of the superior antiquity of the newly found 
Latin form. 

As regards its relation to the two Latin recensions hitherto 
known, it is sufficient to refer to them as printed below, where their 
interpolations and modifications will be found in italic type. But 
it is worth while to note that almost every word of the ancient 
form is preserved in one or other of these recensions, which have 
modified their original in different directions. 

Although it is scarcely probable that the theory of a Greek 
original will be revived after the publication of the present Latin 
text, it may be well to examine some of the arguments by which 
the theory has been supported. | 

Aubé’s main argument is founded on the brevity of the 
Greek form as compared with the two Latin recensions, But 
our new Latin document is shorter still: so that the argument 
from brevity changes hands, and henceforth tends to shew that 
the Greek is itself a translation and to some extent an amplifi- 
cation. The two texts printed side by side below will speak for 
themselves in this matter: but we may select a few conspicuous 
examples, 

In the opening sentence, and again near the close, we have 
the additional date d7ep éotiv "IovAim uf, to explain to Greek 
readers ‘XvI Kalendas Augustas.’ 

In the following sentence xaxds deyevres, which Aubé rightly 
disliked and which he wished to replace by caxds AeyOévres or 
xaxas Siwy Oévtes, explains itself quite well when we regard it as 
a literal translation of ‘male accepti.’ The same remark will 
apply to yaAnviwoas as a translation of ‘ tranquillas.’ 

There can be no doubt that in the phrase cata Trav nuetépov 
iepéwy, either the translator or a copyist (as Aubé supposes) has 
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blundered in putting tepéwy for tepay. We now see that the 
Latin before him was ‘de sacris (not ‘sacrificiis ’) nostris.’ 

The word m@avorns need no longer cause us trouble, when 
we regard it as a poor equivalent of ‘ persuasio.’ 

We have good instances of paraphrase or amplification in the 
following : 


Nolite huius dementiae esse parti- My BovdnOyre ris rocaurns arias 


cipes. Kat wapadpoowns yeréc Oar ety Ova 
TuppETOYXOL. 
In re tam iusta nulla est delibe- "Ey wpaypart otras ¢yxpire ovdepia 
ratio. xabioraras BovAn } diaoxeycs. 
Quae sunt res in capsa uestra ! ‘Owotat wpaypareias rois vperépos 


anoxewwras oKeveoty; 


The modification of the close of the piece has already been 
referred to, and deserves particular attention. It is impossible to 
believe that there, any more than in the passages just quoted, the 
Latin text could have been produced by an abbreviation of the 
Greek. 

The curious phrase ‘iniquitati nullam operam praebuimus’ 
has no counterpart at all in the Greek: but any one who attempts 
to find a rendering for it will pardon the Greek translator, if he 
used the licence of a paraphrast and purposely omitted it. If 
this explanation of its absence be admitted, the flourish of amplifi- 
cation, of which Aubé justly complained at this point in the later 
Latin recensions, can no longer be alleged in favour of the origin- 
ality of the Greek. 

The main body therefore of Aubé’s argument is seen to have 
disappeared altogether. All that remains is the argument from 
the names of the Consuls, and the argument from the proclama- 
tion of the herald after sentence had been pronounced. 

With regard to the first of these we now read by the aid of 
the Vienna MS., ‘Praesente bis et Claudiano consulibus’; so 
that here we have a form obviously more correct than that in the 
Greek, which has hitherto been the nearest to the truth. The 
explanation of the mistake in the various Latin texts is not far to 
seek ‘Praesente’ was taken, at a very early period, as a parti- 
ciple; and so it threw the whole sentence out of gear. It was 
itself transformed into ‘ praesidente,’ ‘ praestante, and ‘ existente’: 


eae 
oy 
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it soon cast out the ‘bis’; and, when only one proper name was 
left, ‘consule’ took the place of ‘consulibus,’ and so the error was 
complete. In the Greek the corruption was of a different cha- 
racter, and only affected the spelling of the first Consul’s name. 
As to the second Consul, all our witnesses give ‘Claudiano,’ and 
I have accordingly printed this, and not ‘Condiano,’ in the text. 

With reference to the order given to the herald, the Colbertine 
recension reads ‘per praeconem duci iussit,’ a quite impossible 
reading. The Greek gives dva rod xnpuxos ta Tay dylwv papTipwy 
ovopata KnpuxOnvat tmpocérakev. This no doubt gave the true 
sense: but we now see that it is a somewhat clumsy paraphrase 
of ‘per praeconem dicz iussit.’ 

Among the names thus proclaimed by the herald we find in 
the Greek Kavdeortivoy (cod. Kedeorivoy), which answers to 
‘Laetantium’ in the Latin texts. Aubé supposes, at the sug- 
gestion of Renan, that ‘Laetantium’ arose from a division of the 
Greek KaiXeotivoy into xal and Aeorivov, the copula being then 
dropped because the other names in the list were without it. 
This is ingenious. The new Latin text leaves the matter where 
it was: but I cannot think that so precarious an argument can 
have any force, when it stands absolutely alone. 
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PASSIO SANCTORVM SCILITANORVM. 


Praesente bis et Claudiano consulibus, XVI Kalendas Augus- 
tas, Kartagine in secretario inpositis Sperato, Nartzalo et 
Cittino, Donata, Secunda, Vestia, Saturninus proconsul dixit : 
Potestis indulgeutiam domni nostri imperatoris promereri, si 

s ad bonam mentem redeatis. 

Speratus dixit: Numquam malefecimus, iniquitati nullam 
vperam praebuimus; numquam malediximus, sed male accepti 
gratias egimus; propter quod imperatorem nostrum obseruamus. 

Saturninus proconsul dixit: Et nos religiosi sumus, et 

io simplex est religio nostra, et iuramus per genium domni nos- 
tri imperatoris, et pro salute eius supplicamus, quod et uos 
quoque facere debetis. 

Speratus dixit: Si tranquillas praebueris aures tuas, dico 
mysterium simplicitatis. 

1s  Saturninus dixit: Initianti tibi mala de sacris nostris aures 
non praebebo; sed potius iura per genium domni nostri impera- 
toris. 

Speratus dixit: Ego imperium huius seculi non cognosco ; 
sed magis illi Deo seruio, quem nemo hominum uidit nec uidere 

20 his oculis potest. furtum non feci; sed siquid emero teloneum 
reddo: quia cognosco domnum meum, regem regum et impera- 
torem omnium gentium. 


PASSIO SCILLITANORVM. C; INCIPIT PASSIO SANCTORVM MARTYRVM SCYLLITANORVM, 
ID EST SPERATI, NAZARI, CITTONI, DONATAE, BISTEAE. B 


1 Praesente bis’ et Claudiano consulibus] B; In diebus illis presidente bis 
Claudiano consule A; Presente Claudiano consule C 2 Cartigine B; aput 
Kartaginem C Nartzalo et Cittino] A; et Naharo, Cittono B; Narcallo 
Cithino C 8 Bistea B; et Bestia C Saturinus B semper 4 domini 
B; dni C 5 redeatis] + et sacrificetis diis omnipotentibus BC 6 num- 
quam] numquid B nullam] ullam C 7 prebemus A; prohibuimus B 
8 obseruamus]+et timemus et adoramus et ipsi cotidie sacrificium nostrae laudis 
offerimus BC 10 nostra religio B genium] C; ingenium A; regnam B 
domini, om. nostri B 11 eius salute A om. quod B 12 om. quoque BC 
18 dicit A 15 initianti] A super rasuram; initiant B; iniciasti, om. tibi C 
mala] male C aures]+ meas C 16 sed potius iura] A; potius iurate BC 
ingenium A — om. domni nostri BC 18 agnosco A 19 deo seruio] A; 
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MAPTYPION TOY ATIOY KAI KAAAINIKOY MAPTYPOZ 
ZTTEPAT OY. 


‘El Ilépoavtos ro Sevrepov nal KXavditavod tev viratwy, 
Tpo is KadavSav avyovorwy barep éatiy “lovrip uf, dv TO Kata 
KapOayévva Bovrevtnpiy 7xOncav twapactacios Lreparos 
Ndprtanros xai Kurrivos Aovdra Xexovvda xai ‘Eotia, mpos 
ods Latoupvivos 6 avOvratos gynow' ‘Edvvacbe trapa tod nav 5 
avtToxpatopos auyyapicews a€iwOjvat, dav dpa coppova Noyio- 
pov avaxaréona be. 

‘O 8€ dytos Yareparos amexpivato Néywv' Ovdérrote éxaxoup- 
yioapev, ovdérote KatnpacducOa, adr pny Kal Kakas Sey OévTes 
evyaptotouper, erred?) TO Oew judy Kat Bactre? Sovrevouev. _—t0 

Latoupvivos 6 avOvratos én’ ‘AAA kal jueis OpnoKevoper, 
Kai awry 7 Kal’ nuds Opnoxeia Kxabéotnxev’ Kal bn opvdopmev 
Kata THS cUuTedpuKuias evdatpovias Tod SeamrdTov nuov Bact- 
Aéws Kal vIép Ths avTod awrnpias ixerevomev’ 3 Kal vedas 
WaavTWS XPT Trovely. 15 

‘O &€ Gytos Sareparos eltev’ “Edy yadnuiwoas por tas ods 
aKOasS TApAaTYoLs, Ep@ TO THs adnOods amrNOTHTOS LUTTHpLOD. 

Latoupvivos 6 avOvmaros én: ‘EvapEapévov cov trovnpa 
héyew KATA THY NwETEepwY lepewy TAS aKods pov ov TpocOnow’ 
GX opocaTe LadXov KaTAa THs evdatpovias TOD SecrroTOU HUeY 20 
avToKpatopos. 

‘O Gyvos Sareparos réyer’ "Eyo thv Bacirelav tod viv aidvos 
ov ywaoKxw’ aivd dé cal AaTpevw TO eu@ Oe@, dv ovdels Tav 
avOpwrav teOéatas' ovdé yap olovre tovTtots Tois aicOnrois 
Oppact. KAoTny ov Teroinka’ GAN él TL Kal Tpaaaw, TO TENOS 25 
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soli seruio deo B; seruio C 20 oculis]+carnalibus BC _ potest]+ nisi oculis 
cordis: si fidem habuerimus uidebimus (uidemus C) lumen uerum BC non} A; 
nig B; nunquam C siquid emero] AC; quidé mei noro B theloneum BC 
21 domnum]+deum B regem regum et imperatorem] sic restitui ex cod. 
Baroniano et versione graeca; et imperatorem regum A super rasuram; imperatorem 
regum et BC 
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Saturninus proconsul dixit ceteris: Desinite huius esse per- 
suasionis. 
Speratus dixit : Mala est persuasio homicidium facere, falsum 
testimonium dicere. 
s  Saturninus proconsul dixit: Nolite huius dementiae esse 
participes. 
Cittinus dixit: Nos non habemus alium quem timeamus, 
nisi domnum Deum nostrum qui est in caelis. 
Donata dixit: Honorem Caesari quasi Caesari; timorem 
1o autem Deo. 
Vestia dixit : Christiana sum. 
Secunda dixit: Quod sum, ipsud uolo esse. 
Saturninus proconsul Sperato dixit : Perseueras Christianus? 
Speratus dixit: Christianus sum: et cum eo omnes con- 
15 senserunt, 
Saturninus proconsul dixit: Numquid ad deliberandum 
spatium uultis ? 
Speratus dixit: In re tam iusta nulla est deliberatio. 
Saturninus proconsul dixit: Quae sunt res in capsa uestra ? 
20  Speratus dixit: Libri et epistulae Pauli uiri iusti. 
Saturninus proconsul dixit: Moram xxx dierum habete et 


recordemini. 
Speratus iterum dixit: Christianus sum: et cum eo omnes 


consenserunt. 
25  Saturninus proconsul decretum ex tabella recitauit : Spera- 


1 dixit: ceteris desinite A; dixit: desinite B; dixit: desine C huius] + modi 
B 1, 2 persuasionis esse C 3 respondit B dixit]+siquidem BC 
facere] A; perpetrare BC 5 huius] furoris huius et BC 5, 6 participes 
esse BC 7 Cithinus C dicit A; respondit BC om. nos A habe- 
mus]+ cotidie B om. alium A 8 om. deum A nostrum] + Iesum 
Christum A caelis]+ ipsum solum timemus (timere studemus ©) ex toto corde 
nostro ct ex tota anima nostra (+ Saturninus dixit C) tu quid dicis, Donata BC 
9 respondit Donata BC Caesari quasi] Caesaris do C 10 deo] + 
Saturninus dixit: tuquid dicis, Bestia (Bistea B ut semper) BO 11 Bestia 
respondit BC sum]+nec aliud (aliam C) me esse profiteor. Saturninus 
dixit: quid tu dicis, Secunda BC 12 respondit Secunda BO ipsum esse 
uolo C 18 christianus]+esse BC 14 respondit BC omnes) + 
unanimiter BC 16 proconsul dixit] A; respondit BC numquid] nisi C 
17 uultis spatium A 18 respondit C iusta nulla est commutatio A; 
bona non est deliberatio BC (Cf. Acta S. Cypriani Ruin. p. 217 in re tam iusta 
nulla est consultatio) 19 om. proconsul B capsa] B; causa A; c&i C 
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Tore Satoupvivos 6 avOvraros tHv wept avtav ~whdov 


20 libri] A; uenerandi (-da B) libri legis divinae BC Pauli] +apostoli BC 
21, 22 habe tenere condenemini B 23 om. iterum C sum] + et indesinenter 
dominum deum meum colo et adoro (et trinitatem deum credo et adoro et colo 
B) qui fecit caelum et terram, mare et omnia quae in eis sunt BC 25 pro- 
consul] + dixit C om. decretum B recitaui C 
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tum, Nartzalum, Cittinum, Donatam, Vestiam, Secundam et 
ceteros ritu Christiano se uiuere confessos, quoniam oblata sibi 
facultate ad Romanorum morem redeundi obstinanter perseue- 
rauerunt, gladio animaduerti placet. 
5  Speratus dixit: Deo gratias agimus. 
Nartzalus dixit: Hodie martyres in caelis sumus: Deo 
gratias. 
Saturninus proconsul per praeconem dici iussit: Spera- 
tum, Nartzalum, Cittinum, Veturium, Felicem, Aquilinum, 
io Laetantium, Ianuariam, Generosam, Vestiam, Donatam, Secun- 
dam duci iussi. 
Vniuersi dixerunt: Deo gratias. 
Et ita omnes simul martyno coronati sunt, et regnant cum 
Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto per omnia secula seculorum. 
15 amen. 


1 Nartadum B; Nartallum C Cithinum C Bestiam C 2 Christiano 
ritu BC se uiuere] C; seruire B; uiuere A quoniam] et quod BC 
2, 3 oblata sibi facultate] B; post (om. post A) oblatam sibi facultatem AC 
4 animaduerti] animas percuti B 5 deo]+omnipotenti insufficienter (-tes 
B) BC 6 Nartadus B; Nartallus C sumus] esse meruimus BC 8 om. 
per praeconem B dici iussit] A; iussit duci (+ sanctos ut decollarentur C) BC 
9 Nartadum, Cittonum B; Narcallum, Cithinum C Beturium AC; Biturium 
B 10 Laetacium B; Laecatium C Ianuarium B om. Generosam 
A Bestiam C 11 om. duci iussi BC 12 uniuersi]+uero B; + uno 
ore C gratias}]+et laudes qui nos pro suo (+sancto B) nomine ad glorio- 
sam passionem perducere dignatus est BC 13—165 et ita—amen] et statim 
decollati sunt pro nomine Christi (+ Amen C) BC 
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ACTA PROCONSVLARIA MARTYRVM SCILLITANORVM. 


Ex Annalibus Ecclesiasticis Baronii, Ad annum 202. 


Existente Claudio consule XJV kalendas Augustas Carthagine metropoli, 
statuto forensi conuentu, preceperunt magistratus adstare sihi Speratum, 
Narzalem, Cittinwm, Donatam, Secundam, et Vestinam. Et adstantibus eis 
Saturninus proconsul dixit: Potestis veniam a dominis nostris imperatoribus 
Seuero et Antono promereri, si bono animo conuerst fuerttis ad deos nostros. 

Speratus dixit: Vos minime aliquando malum fecimus, negue iniquitatem 
sequentes in peccatis egimus operationem, nec aliquando curquam malediximus, 
sed male suscepti a wobis, gratias egimus semper. Quamobrem dominum uerum 
et regem adoramus. 

Saturninus proconsul dixit : Et nos electi sumus, et mitissima est elegantia 
nostra ; et iuramus per genium domini nostri imperatoris, et pro salute 
alius intercedimus, quod et uos facere debuzstis. 

Speratus dixit : Si tranquillas adhibeas mihi aures tuas, dicam mysterium 
mansuetudinis. 

Saturninus proconsul dixit: Dicente te de mysterio non tnferam mala: 
tantum iura per genium 7eg7s nostri. 

Speratus dixit: Ego imperatoris mundi genium nescio, sed ccelesti Deo 
meo seruio quem nwlus hominum uidit, nec uidere potest. Ego enim nec 
furatus sum aliquando ; sed quodcumque emam tributum do quoniam cognosco 
eum dominum meum ; sed adoro Dominum meum Regem regum et omnium 
gentium Dominum. 

Saturninus proconsul dixit: De cxetero a tumultu garrulitatum quiescite, 
et accedentes sacrificate dirs. 

Speratus respondit: Illa est mala concitatio, que facit homicidium et 
falsam accusationem aduersus aliquem. 

Saturninus proconsul ad alios conuersus dixit: Nolite furoris huius in- 
sipientie participes fiert, sed timete potius regem nostrum, obedientes prasceptis 
evus. 

Cittinus dicit: Nos non habemus alium quem timeamus nisi Dominum 
Deum nostrum qui est in ccelis. 

Saturninus proconsul dixit: Detrudantur in carcerem, ponantur in ligno, in 
diem crastinum. 

Sequentt die Saturninus proconsul, sedens pro tribunalt, eos proesentari 
iubet. Qui cum adstitissent dicit ad feminas: Honorate regem nostrum et sacri- 
ficate dis. 

Tune Donata dixit : Honorem quidem Ceesari tanquam Cesari, Deo autem 


nostro honorem et orationem offerimus. 


THE ACTS OF THE SCILLITAN MARTYRS. 119 


Bibliothéque Nationale (fonds Latin. Nouvelles Acquisitions, No. 2179). 


PASSIO SANCTI ET BEATISSIMI SPERATI ET COMITVM EIVS QVI PASSI SVNT 
CARTHAGINE IN CIVITATE, SVB SATVRNINO PROCONSVLE, DIE XITII KAL, AVGVST. 


In diebus illis adductos in secretario Carthaginis ab apparitorum officio 
Speratwm, Narzalum, Donatam, Secundam et Vestigiam, Saturninus proconsul 
his omnibus generaliter dixit: Potestzs indulgentiam @ dominis nostris impe- 
ratoribus promereri si ad bonam mentem redeatis et Deorwm cerimonias 
obseruetis. 

Sanctus Speratus dixit: Numquam male egisse conscii sumus, iniquitati 
opem atque adsensum non prebuimus. Nulld unquam maledixisse recolimus ; 
sed male tractatt ac lacessiti semper Deo gratias egimus, st quidem et pro 
eis orauimus quos iniuste patiebamur infestos, Pro qua re et imperatorem 
nostrum adtendimus a quo nobis hec uiuendi norma concessa est. 

Saturninus proconsul dixit: Et nos religiosi sumus et simplex est nostra 
religio et iuramus per genium dominorum nostrorum, pro salute eorum suppli- 
camus, quod et uos facere debeatis. 

Sanctus Speratus dixit : Si tranquillas preebueris aures tuas dicam myste- 
rium christiane simplicitatis. 

Saturninus proconsul dixit: Inciprenti tibi dicere malum de sacrificiis nos- 
tris aures non prebebo. Sed potius iuratée per genium dominorwm nostrorum 
imperatorum ut istius mundi letitia perfruamini nobiscum. | 

Sanctus Speratus dixit: Ego imperium huius seculi non cognosco sed 
magis illi fide spe deseruio Deo quem nemo hominum uidit, nec uidere potest. 
Facinus quod legibus publicis et diuinis comperitur esse damnauile non feci. 
Si quid autem in publicum emero [et] de exactoribus publicis euentt, uectigalia 
reddo. Imperatorem omnium gentium Dewm et Dominum meum agnosco. 
Querelas nulli intult, sustinere non debeo. 

Saturninus proconsul ad ceeteros ora conuertit et socios Sperati sic adorsus 
est dicens: Desinite huius esse persuasionis cwltores qua Speratus inlectus est, 
quoniam si wos eius habuerit professio socios, nihilominus habebit et pena. 

Sanctus Speratus dixit : Mala est persuasio falsum testimonium dicere, sz 
mala utique prouatur concessio si contra diuinis legibus agitis et publicis quibus 
uite humane ordo disponitur. Persuasio uero diuine culture sectanda est 
potius quam deserenda. 

Saturninus proconsul dixit: Jn preteritis vam ego admonu ut huius 
dementiz non annuatis esse participes. 

Sanctus Cittinus dixit: Non a nobis aliud oportet audire, o proconsul, nisi 
et que socius noster Speratus confessus est. Scito enim quod non habemus 
alium quem timeamus nisi wnwm Deum e¢ Dominum nostrum qui est in 
ceelo. 

Sancta simiiter Donata adiecit: Honorem Ceesari quasi Ceesari reddimus, 
timorem autem et cultum Christo Domino prestamus. 
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Stans Vestina dixit : Zt ego christiana sum. 

Secunda similiter dixit : Et ego credo in Deo meo et uolo in ipso esse ; diis 
autem tuis non seruimus, neque adoramus. 

Saturninus proconsul auditis his precepit eas seruart. 

Aduocatia uiris dixit Sperato: Perseueras ut christianus sis ? 

Speratus dixit : Etiam perseuero et omnes audite quia christianus sum. 

Audientes omnes qui cum dlo retenti fuerant, consenserunt con/fessioni 
wllius dicentes: Sumus et nos pariter christians. 

Saturninus proconsul dixit: Nec liberationem, nec remtssionem uultis? 

Speratus respondit: In certamine iusto nulla est remissio. Fac quod «is. 
Nos enim pro Christo gaudentes morimur. 

Saturninus proconsul dixit: Qu? sunt libri guos adoratis legentes? 

Speratus respondit: Quatuor Euangelia Domini nostri Tes Christa et 
Epistolas sanctt Pauli apostoli et omnem diuinitus inspiratam Scripturam. 

Saturninus proconsul dixit: Spatium trium dierum tribuo uobis ut resi- 
prscatis. 

Speratus dixit: Christianus sum et omnes gut mecum sunt et a fide Domini 
nostri Tesu Christi non discedimus. Fac quod uis. 

Proconsul urdens etiam ipsorum mentis stabilitatem et fidet frmitatem dedit 
in eos sententiam per exceptorem, dicens sic: Speratum, Narzalem, Cittinum, 
Veturium, Felicem, Acy/linum, Lotantium, Ianuariam, Generosam, Vestinam, 
Donatam, e¢ Secundam christianos se esse confttentes et imperatort honorem et 
dignitatem dare recusantes, capite truncart precipio. 

Hec cum essent ex tabella recitata, Speratus et qut cum eo erant omnes 
dixerunt: Deo gratias conferimus qui dignatur nos hodie martyres accipere in 
ceelis pro confessione sua. 

His dictis ducti sunt, et flexis genibus unanimiter, cum tterum gratias Christo 
agerent, truncata sunt singulorum capita, 

Consummati sunt Christi martyres mense Julio, die septimo decimo, et 
intercedunt pro nobis ad Dominum nostrum Iesum Christum cui honor et gloria 
cum Patre et Spiritu Sancto in secula seculorum. Amen}, 


1 I have reprinted these two recensions from Aubé Etude &c. pp. 80 ff., italicis- 
ing those portions of them which are not found in the original text of the Martyr. 
dom. We have thus an interesting study of the way in which Martyrdoms were 
modified and expanded for Church use. 
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Vestigia wero uenerabilis sequuta est dicens: Hoc semper meditabitur cor 
meum et labia mea pronuntiabunt quia christiana sum. 

Sancta uero Secunda similiter ait: Quod sum christiana, ipsa esse uolo et 
a meorum sociorum professione nullo obstante recedo. 

Saturninus proconsul Sperato sancto dixit: Perseueras ut wideo esse 
christianus. 

Sanctus Speratus dixit: Hanc perseuerantiam non meis uiribus sed diuini 
muneris me habere confido. Proinde st uis fixam cordis mei habere sententiam 
guia christianus sum, guidquid mihi et suppliciis inferre uolueris libenter pro 
nomine Domini Dei mei Tesu Christi suscipiens sustineam., 

In hac ergo confessione exercert Det martyres consenserunt. 

Saturninus proconsul dixit: Forsitan ad deliberandum spatium uultis 
accipere ? 

Sanctus Speratus dixit: In rem tam bonam qua erit secunda deliberatio? 
Tune enim deliberawimus nos culturam Christi non deserere, quando baptismi 
gratia renouati et diabolo abrenuntiauimus et Christi uestigia secutt sumus. 

Saturninus proconsul dixit: Que sunt, dicite mihi, res doctrinarum in 
causa et religione uestra ? 

Sanctus Speratus dixit: Libri Huangelvorum et epistole Pauli uiri sanctis- 
sim apostolt. 

Saturninus proconsul dixit : Accipite moram triginta dierum wt retractetis 
huius secte confessionem. Forsitan ad deorum sacra[s] ceerimonia{s] rewerti- 
mini. 

Sanctus Speratus dixit: Nos triginta dierum spatium non petimus. Nam 
wpst erimus post triginta dies qui et hodie sumus. Nec in triginta dierum moras 
poterit professionem nostram in aliquo permutart ; sed potius obtarem et hoc 
[te] spatium deliberandi accipere ut de tam turpi cultura ydolorum christiane 
religuonis amator existeres. Coterum si non es dignus accipere, suspende moram, 
sententiam recita t{ujam. Nam quales nos hodie cernis tales post hanc inducvam 
futuros esse non dubites. 

Cernens Saturninus proconsul sanctorum perseuerantiam decretum ex tabella 
recitauit: Speratum, Narzalum, Cittinum, Donatam, Vestigiam et omnes 
gut christiano ritu uiuere se confessi sunt et guotguot oblatam sibi facultatem 
redeundi ad deorum culturam obstinanter non receperunt gladio animaduertere 
placet. 

Sanctus Speratus dixit: Gratias Deo agimus. 

Narzalus sanctus dixit: Hodie martyres in clo sumus. Deo gratias. 

Saturninus proconsul per preeconem sanctos iubet adduci id est Speratum, 
Narzalum, Citinum, Vezerium, Felicem, Aquilinum, Letantium, Ianuaria{m], 
Generosa[m], Donatam, Vestigiam atgwe Secondam et ili wenientes ad locum 
martyriz beatas Deo animas tradiderunt. 

Dominus uero lesus Christus suscepit martyres suos in pace cui est honor 
et gloria cum Patre et Spiritu Sancto una et cowqualis essentia in secula 
seculorum. Amen. 


INDEX OF LATIN WORDS IN THE PASSION OF 
S. PERPETUA. 


The references in darker figures are to the portions written by the 
Martyrs themselves, 


absentia 64, 8 auditus 62, 15 

accersitus 92, 2 

addicere, animam 88, 8 baptisma secundum 92, 12 
adducor 66, 18 baptismus secundus 88, 8 
adiutores 76, 10, 12 baptizor 64, 9 

adloquor 64, 18; 92, 8 barbam euellere 74, 18 
administro 62, 5 basio 68, 23 

admiratione, cum 80, 4, 19 benedictus 64, 15; 78, 18 
admonitiones 84, 23 beneficio c. gen. 64, 18, 20; 66, 6 
adtonitus 76, 8; 86, 15 beneficium 62, 12 

aedificatio 60, 2; 94, 11 buccella 68, 7 

aedifico 66, 17; 80, 12 

Aegyptius 76, 10, 14, 20; 88, 11 Caesar 74,1; 86, 2 

aestimo 62, 9 calco 68, 2 bis; 78, 4, 6; 88, 11 
aetates temporum 60, 9 calx 78, 2 

afa 76, 14 cancerata facies 72, 16 

affectio, 62, 27 . Candidati 68, 5 

agape 86, 9 careo c. acc. 64, 7 

Agios, agios, agios 80, 14 carnalis 72, 15 

agon 76, 14 carnes 66, 13 

alicubi 66, 2 caseus 68, 7 

amen, dicere 68, 9 castigatius 84, 22 

anhelo 76, 5 castrensis 72, 26 bis 

ansula 92, 15 - cataractariorum ministri 84, 11 
antiquitas 60, 8 catasta 70, 4, 10 | 
aper 90, 3 bis catechuminus 62, 18, 22; 90, 21; 92, 3 
ardere uiuus 80, 7 cauea 90, 6 

argumenta diaboli 64, 6 celebro 62, 7 

Artaxium 80, 7 Ceres 88, 6 

Aspasius 82, 1 cessatione, sine 74, 8; 80, 1, 15 
auctoritas 60, 7 Christiana 64, 4; 70, 16, 17 


audior 68, 18; 70, 8 cicatrix 74, 6 
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circiter 62, 23 

circumstantes 68, 4, 8 

circus 82, 11 

clamo 68, 6; 78, 6 

claritas 62, 16; 94, 14 
clauus 76, 17 

commanduco 68, 9 
commartyres 84, 5 
commentus 66, 5 
commemoror 72, 8 
commendo 64, 19 

comminor 88, 12 

commissio spectaculi 88, 22 
componere 82, 8 

concussura 64, 13 

conficior 90, 2 

conforto 60, 4; 64,19; 70, 3 
conlaboro 76, 7 

conpuncta 94, 3 

conserua 62, 19 

constantia 84, 21; 86,9; 88, 6 
constituo praemio 64, 16 
consuetudinem, praeter 90, 9 
consummo 92, 23 

consumor 92, 9 

consumptus taedio 68, 14; 74, 17 
contestor 86, 10 

contristo 70, 8; 84, 6 
conturbo 82, 9; 92, 15 
conualesco 64, 22 

conuersor 62, 9 

coronam, gloriosiorem 88, 22 
crastina dies 66, 7 

crastinus 86, 12 

creatura, uniuersa 74, 20 
curiositas 86, 11 

cypressus 78, 23 


dedecus hominum 68, 18 

defectus 64, 18 

defrigere 76, 13 

deicere 62, 27 68, 15; 70, 18 bis; 88, 1 
delicata, Dei 86, 19; puella d. 90, 12 
depono animos 68, 20 

deputor 60, 7 

desperatio fidei 62, 8 

desub 66, 21 

diaconus 64, 15; 70, 28; 76,1 


diastema 72, 18 

dicto 64, 10 

differor 84, 8 

digero 60, 8, 5; 62, 7 
dignatio 62, 10; 66, 4 
Dinocrates 72, 6, 11, 14, 19, 31; 74, 4 
discincta 76, 2; 90, 13 
discingor 76, 16 

dispoliatus 90, 10 

distribuo 62, 6 

diuinitas 62, 9 
documentum 60, 4; 84, 21 
domina 66, 3; 70, 1 
dominicae passiones 88, 17 
donatiua 62, 5 

draco 66, 14, 20 


ecclesia 62, 4; 94, 11 

educo 84, 16 

effero 76, 18 

eicio 68, 1 

eniti puellam 84, 15 

episcopus 80, 26 

erubesco 86, 4 

eruo 64, 6 

euerto 62, 27 

exanimo $2, 18 

exemplum 60, 1; 94, 10 

exeo (= morior) 78, 14; 80, 8; 82, 8 

exequor 84, 20 

exinde 92, 2, 17 

exitus 82, 18; 88, 19 

exortor 92, 6 

expauesco 64, 11; 80, 4 

experior c. acc. 64, 12; 66, 6; c. abl. 88, 

experrectus 68,9; 72, 23; 78, 9; 82,1 
expergita 90, 28 

expolior 76, 12 

extasis 90, 25 

extermino 68, 21 

exululo 94, 4 

exuperatio 60, 11 


fabulor 66, 6 

factiones (circi) 82, 11 

fastigium 76, 16 

fautores 76, 12, 18; 78, 6 

Felicitas 62, 19; 82, 21; 88, 1; 90, 18 


femus 90, 15 
ferramenta 66, 11, 14 
feruorem facere 72, 2 
fiala 74, 8, 9 
fideicommissum 84, 20 
fidenter 66, 7 

filioli 62, 138 

flagellum 88, 15 


galliculae 76, 8, 17 

gesto 78, 20; 80, 4; 88, 22 
gestu et nutu 88, 13 

Geta 74, 1 

gladiator 94, 4 

gloria 78, 8; 84, 19; 86, 3; 90, 17 
gloria Dei 62, 7 

gloria Domini 62, 14; 94, 9 
graece loqui 82, 6 

gratulor 88, 16 

gustare, aliquid doloris 94, 3 


habitus 68, 4; 88, 4; 92, 2 
hamus 66, 12 
hereditas 92, 16 


Hilarianus 70, 12, 16, 18; 88, 13, 14 


hoc (=huc) 74, 22 
homicidii, comites 92, 20 
honorifico 94, 10 

honoro 60, 4; 62, 3 
horoma 74, 22 

horreo 86, 8; 90, 11 
hortus 68, 8 

humanius haberi 86, 4 


ilico 70, 11 

illo 92, 9 

imbecillitas 62, 8 
immundus spiritus 94, 6 
incantationes magicae 84, 24 
induco 76, 6; 88, 10 
inedia 64, 18 
inenarrabilis 82, 14 
infibulo 90, 16 
ingemisco 72, 10 
iniustitia 88, 9, 10 
inlaesus 90, 7 

inluceo 86, 16 
inpropero 74, 19 


INDEX. 125 


inridentes (v. 1. inritantes) 86, 11 

insidias praesto 66, 15 

instrumentum 62, 4 

instupeo 90, 24 

interrogor 70, 10 

intersum 62, 13 

inuicem 74, 16; 82, 9; 92, 4, 22; ad inu. 
72,18; 78,1 

Iocundum 80, 6 

iudico 60, 9 

iugulatio 92, 18 

iugulum 94, 5 

ius gladii 70, 14 


lacto 64, 18 

lancea 66, 12 

lanior, 66, 18 

lanista 76, 18; 78, 7 

lectio 60, 3; 62, 7 

lente 68, 1 

leopardus 88, 23; 90, 2; 92, 9, 10 
leuo 68, 5 

libera, cena 86, 8 

libero (= transeo) 78, 17 
locus tenebrosus 72, 11, 12 
lucror 82, 19 

ludo 74, 10; 80, 28 

lumbi 90, 14 


maceror 64, 14; 72, 4 

machera 66, 12 

magnificare 74, 14; 94, 9 

magnitudinis, mirae 66, 9, 15; 76, 15 

mammae 72, 2, 8; 90, 12 

mandatum 84, 19 

manduco 68, 8 

masculas, fieri 76, 18 

matertera 68, 19 

matrona Christi 86, 19 

matronaliter nupta 62, 21 

memoria sanguinis 92, 17 

ministro 64, 15 

Minucius 70, 18 

mittere se 64, 5; 82,2, 5; mittere pugnos 
78, 1 

morsu, uno 90, 2; 92, 9, 11 

mulgeo 68, 4, 7 

multiformis 76, 17 
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multiplex 76, 3 posteri 60, 6 
mundus, primus 78, 17 postulo 66, 4,8; 72, 1; 88, 16; 93. 
praegnans 84, 2, 8 
natale 74,1; 86, 2 praepositus carceris 74, 18 
necessario 62, 6 praesans tempus 60, 7 
necessarius 60, 6 praesumo 60,8; 90, 2; 92, 7 
neglegenter 66, 12 praetorium 66, 2 
neruus 74, 8 prandeo 70, 7 
nobilissimus 86, 2 presbyter doctor 82, 1; presbyter 8 
noceo c. acc. 66, 21 prooonenlis, loco 70, 18 
nouissime 64, 18 procurator 70, 13 
nouissimior 60, 11 producor 90, 11, 24 
nouitior 60, 10 profecto 64, 6 
proinde 60, 6 
obducor 88, 8 pronuntio 70, 20 
obicior 84, 12; 88, 21 prophetiae 62, 2 
obstetrix 88, 3 prosecutores 62, 26 
obstipui 72, 7 prout 62, 6 
omne genus flores 78, 22 .  proximo 74, 16 
operor 60, 2; 62,10; 94,13 — psallere 78, 7; 88, 11 
Optatus 80, 26; 82, 10 Pudens 74, 18; 92, 6, 14 
optio 74, 18; 86, 6 pulpitus 88, 23 
orationem facere 72, 9, 17; 74, 1; 0. 
fundere 84, 8 quandoque 60, 6 


ordo martyrii 62, 23; 0. muneris 84,18; Quintus 80, 7 
pro o. uenatorum 88, 16 


oriens 78, 15 reclamo 92, 12 
osculor 78, 7; 80, 20; 92, 22 refrigero 64, 8, 16; 74, 5, 16; 82, 8. 
ostendor 66, 4, 8; 72,11; 74, 8 1, 5 
ostium 76, 1; 80, 12 releuor 64, 22 
rememoror 62, 14 
papa 82, 4 renuntio 66, T 
paries 80, 11 repraesentari, poenae 84, 4 
passio 66, 5; 68, 11; 70, 2; 86, 10 repraesentatio 60, 3 
passiones 92, 4; p., dominicae 88, 17 repromitto 62, 8,11; 66, 7 
pax (osculum) 80, 22; 92, 23 reputo 60, 10 


Perpetua 62, 20; 66, 20; 76, 3; 78,18; requisita 90, 16 
80, 23; 82, 6, 17; 84, 20; 88, 11; 90, _retiarius 88, 8 


13, 21; 94, 2, 3 reticulis indutae 90, 10 
persecutio 80, 7 retro 74, 4, 6 
perseuero 64, 1 reuelationes 62, 10 
pertingo 66, 9 Renocatus 62,18; 88, 12 
pignus 92, 17 reuocor 88, 22; 90, 7, 18, 20 
piscina 72, 20, 22; 74, 6 rosae, arbor 78, 22; 83, 7 
plebem tuam 82, 10 rumor cucurrit 68, 18; 70, 8 
Pomponius 64,14; 70, 28; 76,1 Rusticus 90, 22 
pons 90, 6 


populus immensus 70, 9; p. ingens 76,8 sacerdotes Saturni 88, 5 
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sacratae Cereri 88, 5 

sacrum, facio 70, 15 

salutare Dominum 80, 10 

saluum lotum 92, 12, 13 

Sanauiuaria, porta 78, 9; 90, 21 

Saturninus 62, 19; 80, 6; 88, 12, 20 

Saturnus 88, 5 

Saturus 66, 16; 78, 13; 82, 17; 86,11; 
88, 12; 90,1, 5, 7; 92, 6; 94, 1 

scala 66, 8, 11, 14, 19; 68, 1 

scandalizor 92, 4 

Secundulus 62, 19; 82, 17 

segrego 82, 6 

seniores 80, 17, 18, 21, 23 

sensu, suo 62, 25 

sermocinor 88, 20 

simpliciter 88, 10 

solemnia pacis 92, 22 

sollicitudo 64, 14, 21; 66,1; 72, 3 

sollicitus 64, 18 

spatia, saeculi 60, 11 

statim 64, 22; 68, 10; 70, 8, 23; 72, 8; 
84, 9; 92, 10 

statura 72, 20 

stillantibus mammis 90, 12 

stolae candidae 80, 18 

subfossus 90, 4 

subito 66, 1; 70, 7; 72, & 

subleuo 80, 20 

subligo 90, 4 

sublimitas 84, 22 

subministror 90, 3 

substrictus 90, 5 

” sufferentia carnis 64, 10 

summam, ad 92, 7 

superuenio 68, 13 

supinus 78, 16 

supplementum 84, 18 
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sursum uersi 78, 16 
suscito 90, 19 
sustineo 66, 20; 94, 2 


tabesco 64, 19, 20 


- tegnon 68, 6 


Tertius 64, 14 

testificor 60, 1; 94, 13 
testimonium 62, 11; 92, 12 
Timinianus 70, 18 

tirunculus 94, 4 

traicere in faciem 80, 21 
tribunus 84, 22; 86, 4; 88, 10 
tunica 90, 14 


uacca 90, 8, 25 

uaco 64, 17 

ubera 62, 22 

uelamentum 90, 15 

uenatores 88, 16 

ueneratio 60, 8 

uentrem habere 84, 1; uenter 84, 3 
uexatio 92, 1 

uexo 64, 6; 88, 15; 90, 1 

Vibia Perpetua 62, 20 

uiderint 60, 8 

uiolatum, stadium 80, 6 
uiridarium 78, 32; 80,1; 82, 7 
uirtus 60, 9; 62, 4; 74, 15; 94, 12 
uisio 62, 2; 66, 4; 78, 13; 82,16 
umbilicus 74, 7 

uolutare 76, 15 

uotum, martyrii 88, 20 

urceolus 64, 2 

ursus 88, 23; 90, 1, 5, 6 

usurpo 64, 21 

utique 86, 1; 88, 16; 92, 18; 94, 10 


INDEX OF GREEK WORDS IN THE GREEK VERSIC 
OF THE PASSION OF S. PERPETUA. 


a4BéBacos 63, 8 
dyxcorpov 67, 13 
adnuovety 71, 6 
dxararavorws 81, 1, 15 
adynduv 73, 3 
dydBacis duady 79, 21 
dvaBod% 67, 6 

dvamrvoy 65, 19 
dvexdtiynros 83, 18 

dv GouohoyeirAai 87, 12 
avfumaros 71, 13 
avrivnjurrwp 77, 16 
dvrirnyis 63, 12 
atlwua 63,11; 67, 4 
avroxpdropes 71, 16 
avyyuds 65, 21 


Bedovy 91, 19 
BpaBevris 77, 22; 79, 8 


yadyypawa 73, 17 
yaupay 79, 8 
yevdOov 73, 29; 87, 2 


daxridcov 93, 17 
dduarts 91, 9, 29 
didornpua 73,19 
dtxooracla 83, 11 
dopvpopos 71, 20 


eypiyyopos 87, 24 
elpnvoraew 81, 24 
ExOapuBos 73, 7 
évdidUcxoua 91, 14 
etdxws 63, 23 


éravop0oiv 83, 18 
emconpecovcOa 87, 16 
éxlrpowos 71, 13 
evAdynoov 61, 2 
eVorhayxvla 63, 80 


Seryprov 91, 7 


swrixh widn 79, 11; 91, 25 


nrcclas 61, 15 
pruevye 69, 4, 7 


Onddtw 63, 25; 71, 28 


Onpouaxely 73, 29; 75, 25; 83, 24; § 


2; 89,2 
immodpoula 88, 14 
Kaos éXovow 93, 14 


xarddcxo. 87, 1 
karapépec@at 81, 1 


karnxovpevos 68, 20, 24; 91, 26; 98, 3 


Ké\evopa 85, 21 
keparl{w 91, 15, 22 


KokupShipa 73, 21, 24; 76, 8 


kumdpiocos 79, 27 


Aaxrlopara 79, 2 
Aevxetnovety 69, 5 


paxapopos 87, 13 


papalverOas 65, 21; 69, 15 


pacdcbas 69, 10 
povaxés 67, 11 


povoryevrjs 95, 14 
povopaxla 89, 3 
povouaxos 77, 23; 95, 4 
puorhproy 98, 26 


vépBov 75, 4 
vovac 61, 1, 5 


éBeXloxos 67, 13 
édcyércoros 63, 8 
éupdariov 75, 8 
ovAn 75, 7 


wayxpariagew 79, 1 

mavdperos rodtrela 95, 12 
waparnpety 63, 29; 85, 11 

wapdaris 89, 25; 91, 2; 93, 10, 11 
mapeuBor 73, 29 

weprépyea 87, 14 

weprauBayew 81, 22; 83, 7 
wepld\umos 65, 23 ; 83, 2 

wparwprov 67, 1 
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Epoorarns povonaxwy 77, 22 
pbdou dévdpov 79, 26; 83, 9 


odpxes 67, 14 
ovxogpayriar 65, 15 
gu\AapBavew 63, 19 
cvccdlyyw 91, 19 


reXecovcba 61, 1 


vylawe 93, 16 

vwayopetw 65, 10 
tvrd{woua 91, 14 
vmoupyew 77, 12 


prroriulac 79, 14; 85, 19; 91, 6 
preypovy 73, 2 


x'Mapxos 78, 28; 85, 24; 87, 4 


Yuwplov 69, 8 
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Abrabam, Testament of, 39 
Africanism, 46, 60, 76, 82 
Amphitheatre at Carthage, 76 
Anulinus, as a persecutor, 25 
Augustine; view as to Dinocrates, 29 


Barlaam and Josaphat; relation to 
Apocalypse of Peter, 37 f., 41 

Baruch, Rest of Words of, 39 

Basilica of Perpetua, 22, 68 

Bezae, Codex, 48, 75, 98 

Breviaries, Commemoration of Perpetua 
in, 20f., 85 


Calendar, Carthaginian 15, 24; Buche- 
rian, 23 

Carthage; proconsular palace, 5, 66; 
basilica of Perpetua, 22, 68; amphi- 
theatre, 76 

Commemoration of Perpetua; date of, 
17; in Breviaries, 20f., 85 


Date of martyrdom of Perpetua, 24 


Esdras, Apocalypse of, 40 
Eucharist, elements in, 69 


Furseus, vision of, 41 


Gebhart, Von ; conjectural emendations 
by, 5, 61 

Geta, 86; his name erased, 25 

Gladiators, oath of, 89 

Glory, of martyrdom, 50 


Greek version of Perpetua, 61 ff.; 
covery of, 1f.; relation to Latin 
2 ff. 

Greek words used by Perpetua, 43 


Hermas, Shepherd of; relation o 
Visions to, 28 ff.; early Latin Ve 
of, 35; Tertullian’s view of, 36 


Ignatius, supposed references to Ep 
of, 83, 87 


Legal phraseology in Martyrdor 
Perpetua, 52 f., 85 
Lyons; see Vienne 


Manuscripts of Passion of 8. Pery 
10 ff.; mutual relations of, 12 ff. ; 
tional variants from, 96 f. 

Menaeum, 21 

Menology of Basil, 21 

Methodius ; Symposium, 42 f. 

Montanistic allusions, 6, 51 f. 

Moses, Apocalypse of, 38, 41 


Old Latin Version of N.T.; use 
Gaul, 97 ff. 


Palatinus, Codex (e), 98 f. 

Paradise, Visions of, 37 ff. 

Paul, Apocalypse of, 40 f. 

Peace, kiss of, 25, 93 

Perpetua, 8.; use of Greek word: 
48; her style, 44ff.; her basilic 
Carthage, 22, 68; compiler of 
martyrdom, 47 ff. 
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Polyxena; see Xanthippe 

Proconsular palace at Carthage, 5, 66 

Punic original of martyrdom of Perpetua, 
supposed, 77 


Saturn, the African, 88 

Saturus ; his style, 46 

Scillitan Martyrs, Acts of, 106 ff. ; origi- 
nal Latin found, 107; texts and Greek 
version of, 112 ff. 

Short Latin Acts of Perpetua; text of, 
100 ff.; origin of, 15 ff.; use of, 20 ff. 

Speculum, quoted, 98 

Syriac Martyrology, 23 


Ter Sanctus, 39, 81 
Tertullian ; his view of the Shepherd of 
Hermas, 36; probably compiled the 
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Martyrdom of Perpetua, 47 ff.; De 
Patientia quoted, 57 f. 

Thomas, Acts of, 43, 73 

Thuburbo; various forms of, 17; locality 
of, 26; Perpetua not from, 22 ff. 

Thuburbitan Martyrs, 25 f. 

Trees of Paradise, 38 f. 


Victor Vitensis, 22, 68 

Vienne and Lyons, Letter from, 8, 66; 
Old Latin Version traced in, 73, 97 ff. 

Visions of Perpetua and Saturus; in- 
debted to Canonical Scriptures, 26 ff. ; 
and to Shepherd of Hermas, 28 ff.; 
and to Apocalypse of Peter, 37 ff.; 
their authorship, 43 ff. 


Xanthippe, unpublished Acts of, 65 
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PREFACE. 


| ies the following Essay I have treated the Lord’s Prayer simply 
from the point of view of criticism. Of the sacredness of the 
Prayer, both because Christ taught it to His disciples and because 
His disciples have used it ‘from the first day until now,’ I am 
deeply conscious, But I believe that no subject however sacred 
lies outside the rightful province of the critic who regards 
reverence and the endeavour after accuracy as elementary duties. 


Besides those obligations to others which are noted in the Essay 
from time to time, I gladly avail myself of this opportunity to 
thank Professor Robertson Smith for answering several questions 
as to the exact translation of the Arabic version of Tatian’s Dia- 
tessaron as to which I have no first-hand knowledge; also the 
Rev. R. H. Kennett, Fellow of Queens’ College, for valuable criti- 
cism in connexion with my references to the Syriac Versions and 
for rescuing me from some of the perils which are the proverbial 
portion of ‘a little learning’; he is however in no way responsible 
for my arguments, conclusions and mistakes. Several other friends 
have given me the kindest help in the revision of the proof-sheets; 
to them too my hearty thanks are due. 


To one other debt of a wholly different kind I must briefly 
allude. In the discussion of the petitions for Daily Bread and 
for Deliverance I have treated of subjects previously handled by 
Bishop Lightfoot. For many generations to come workers in those 
fields of Biblical and Patristic literature, which he had made his 
own, will recognise with reverent gratitude two characteristics of 
his writings, their suggestiveness and their power of inspiration. 
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On the one hand they supply both a firm foundation and a plan 
for future work; on the other hand they quicken and invigorate 
the worker. It is vain to try to formulate in a brief statement 
the manifold debt which the younger generation of students owes 
to the Bishop. But I venture to hope that this Essay may be an 
illustration however unworthy of the suggestiveness of his work to 
which I have referred. 


I have only to add that this Essay was accepted by the 
Divinity Professors as an exercise for the degree of B.D., and that 
I have to thank the Regius Professor for giving me permission to 
make a few slight additions and alterations before publication. 
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Introduction : The Church and the Synagogue. 


I, 


Il. 


The Synagogue-system adopted by the Church [1, 2]. Evidence 
of the Christian use of the term Synagogue [3, 4]. Hellenistic as 
well as Hebrew Synagogues of the Christians [5, 6]. Light thrown 
by this on Acts vi. xv. (6, 7]. Bearing on (1) the origin of the 
Synoptic Gospels [8—10], (2) the position of the Lord’s Prayer in 
the Church and its original. form—first taught by Christ, used in 
public Prayers from the first, translated from Aramaic into Greek, 
adapted for liturgical use [11—14]. 


A. Note on the Hellenistic Synagogues. 


Probability of Hellenistic (Christian) Synagogues at Rome; 
bearing on the persecutions under Nero and Domitian [15]. Proba- 
bility that Christian Liturgies are based on Greek Jewish Prayers 
[15—19]. 


B. Note on the Pauline Epistles and the Synoptic Gospels. 


Our Father which art in heaven. 


(1) The longer form in St Matthew: references to it in the 
Synoptic Gospels: the reading in the Didaché (22, 23]. (2) The 
shorter form in St Luke: probable reference to it in Abba Father 
(Mc. Gal. Rom.) [23, 24]. 


Hallowed be thy name. Thy kingdom come, 


(1) Thy kingdom come: the reading é\Oérw 70 wvetpd cou K.T.X.! 
evidence of Cod. Ev. 604, Gregory of Nyssa, Maximus, Tertullian 
[25—28]. This prayer traced back through the Invocation in the 
Liturgies and ‘Confirmation’ Offices to the Apostolic Laying on of 
Hands [28—31]. (2) Hallowed be thy name: the addition of 
ép’ jas in Cod. D (Le. xi. 2) [31]. Similar phrases in LXX., 
Jewish Prayers, Liturgies, Agathangelus, Didaché, Patristic glosses 
[31—35]. Probably a Baptismal prayer [35, 36]. 
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C. Note on Agathangelus. 


Thy will be done, in earth, as it is in heaven. 


(1) Reminiscences in N.T.: variations (yev7jrw, yevécOw, 
ywéoOw): Aramaic original [39]. (2) The Old Syriac reading 
‘And-let-there-be thy-wills’ [39, 40]. (3) The connexion of ‘in 
earth, as it is in heaven’ with the two preceding petitions (40, 41). 


IV. Give us this day our daily bread. 


V. 


(1) The variations dds, di6o0v: Aramaic word [42]. (2) The 
variations onuepw, 7d Kad? nudpay [42—44]. (3) The word 
émiovotos; its position in the Prayer [44]. The original form of 
the petition ‘Our-bread of-the-day give to-us’ [45]. This petition 
adapted for morning and for evening use in Hebrew and in 
Hellenistic Synagogues [45, 46]. Through such adaptation ériovc.os 
represents ‘ of-the-day,’ which is also translated by onpepov [46, 47]. 
Evidence for this supposed original form of the petition in Jas. ii. 15 
[47 —49], Ephrem [49—51], Syriac Versions [51, 52], Jerome 
(52, 53). General result [53]. 


And forgive us our debts, as we forgive our debtors. 


(1) ‘Our debts’ (Matt.) the original phrase rather than ‘our 
sins’ (Lc.): evidence of (a) Syriac and Greek words ‘ forgive’ [54, 55]; 
(b) Syriac word ‘debt’ [55]. (2) The reading rv opecdny nuwy in 
the Didaché [55], (3) The variations ‘our debtors,’ ‘every one 
that is indebted to us’ [56]. (4) The variations ws cal nuets adlouer, 
kal yap avrol adlouev: probable original form ‘and we also will 
remit’: evidence for this [56, 57]. 


Note on Syriac Versions of this clause. 


VI. 


Evidence of Aphraates, compared with that of Tertullian [58, 59}. 
Prof. Marshall’s explanation of variation (4) [59]. 


And bring us not into temptation. 


The Syriac Versions suggest a possible original ‘temptations’ 
[60]. As to the words py eloevéyxyns: (I) the Syriac equivalent 
‘and-do-not make-us-to-enter’ connects this prayer with Matt. xxvi. 
41, &c.: the elasticity of ‘causative’ voice [61—63]. (II) Two 
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THE CHURCH AND THE SYNAGOGUE. 


CHRISTIANITY, absolutely new in its central ideas and aims, 
employed time-honoured machinery for their furtherance. In 
itself the most revolutionary force which the world has ever 
seen, it effected the greatest upheavals of political, social, and 
religious life by conservative methods. It inherited the powers 
which were inherent in, or had been won by, Judaism; and it 
made Judaism a thing of the past. 

A special instance of this general characteristic of Christianity 
is found in the relation of the Church to the Synagogue. To 
the Synagogue system, speaking from a human point of view, 
the Church owes it that she outlived the days of her immaturity 
and weakness. Here was an organization ready to hand, which 
she could use and gradually mould after her own higher type 
of life. Here was a network encircling within its meshes the 
whole Roman Empire, by which the Church could draw Gentile 
as well as Jew to herself’. A purely secular historian would not 
be far wrong were he to trace both the survival and the spread of 
the Church, at least during the first half century of her life, 
to her close alliance with the Synagogue. 

Of this system Jerusalem was the centre. Even if extant 
notices exaggerate", we may well conclude that the number of 
Synagogues in the Holy City was great. In some of these 
numerous congregations ‘the Brethren*’ after they had learned 


1 Gentiles seem to have frequented the Synagogues (Acts xiii. 44, xiv. 1, xviii. 4). 

2 Edersheim, The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah i. p. 119, gives the 
references. The Synagogues in Jerusalem are said to have been upwards of 400. 

3 <<It is significant that the first title given to the body of believers after the 
Ascension is ‘the brethren’ (Acts i. 15 true text)”: Bp Westcott The Epistles of 
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to believe in Jesus as the Christ would retain their membership. 
That ‘the Brethren’ did not sever themselves from the Syna- 
gogues of ‘the Dispersion’ till forced to do so, is plain from 
repeated notices in the Acts (xiii. 44, xvill. 4, 26 f., xix. 8). 

But, sometimes in consequence of a violent disruption, some- 
times because of a sense of growing needs and powers, union 
would gradually give way to an era of modified imitation. If the 
number of those who joined the Church as recorded from time 
to time in the Acts is even approximately correct, we feel 
that it would be necessary, apart from external influences, to 
organise some separate system of worship and fellowship. How 
else could so large a multitude be welded together? In the 
main outline the course of events at Corinth was probably only 
the repetition of what had occurred elsewhere’. At Corinth 
St Paul for some considerable time took a prominent part in 
the worship of the Jewish Synagogue. At length a crisis came 
which made separation necessary. Henceforth ‘the Brethren’ 
met in a private house close to the Synagogue. But the presence 
of St Paul and of Crispus, the chief ruler of the Synagogue, 
was, we may suppose, a sufficient guarantee that the worship in 
the house of Titius Justus would be modelled after the ancient 
pattern. This natural conjecture finds considerable confirmation 
when we turn to the picture of Christian worship at Corinth 
drawn by St Paul in his First Epistle to that Church. 

Hence there would arise at Jerusalem in very early times 
Synagogues of ‘the Brethren*’ The wealthier converts, such as 


St John p. 126. See especially Acts xv. 23, where Mr Page’s correction of R.V. 
(‘The Apostles and Elders, brethren to the brethren...’) is obviously necessary ; 
1 Cor. v. 11, ix. 5, and the use of the word ¢i\adeApla. I have therefore used the 
term to denote the Christians in the early Apostolic times. But it is im. 
portant to notice that even this phrase is a witness to the Jewish associations 
of the early Church. Comp. Matt. v. 47, Acts xxii. 5 (even after his conversion 
St Paul can say émorodas detduevos mpos rods adedgovs els Aapacxdy éwopevdsny), 
xxviii. 21, Rom. ix. 3. 

1 It would but seldom happen that a whole Synagogue, as apparently at 
Beroea (Acts xvii. 10 f.), became Christianised. 

2 Since writing this, I have noticed with relief that this was Bp Lightfoot's 
view (Philippians p. 190): ‘*As soon as the expansion of the Church rendered 
some organization necessary, it would form a ‘synagogue’ of its own.’? He too 
appeals to traces of the Christian use of the word cwaywy%. 
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Mary the mother of John Mark, would naturally offer their homes 
as the places of meeting. 

The lingering traces of the Christian use of the word cuva- 
yoyn, to appeal to one line of evidence alone, attest this early 
stage of the Church’s development. We find them, as we should 
expect, in the writings of those who through old associations or 
geographical position would be likely to retain the term. St 
James (ii. 1 ff.) is expressly appealing to those ‘ who hold the faith 
of our Lord Jesus Christ,’ when he draws the contrasted pictures 
of the gay dandy and the squalid beggar coming ‘into your syna- 
gogue. When, at a somewhat later date, St John (Apoc. ii. 9, 
ili, 9) inveighs against ‘the Synagogue of Satan,’ it is surely 
a mistake to conclude that he wishes to disparage the term 
Synagogue in itself. His phrase ‘the throne of Satan’ (11. 13) 
does not preclude him from speaking of ‘the throne of God.’ If 
he condemns ‘the deep things of Satan’ (ii. 24), another Apostle 
dwells on the thought of ‘the depth’ of the divine riches of 
wisdom and knowledge (Rom. xi. 33, 1 Cor. ii. 10; so Ep. Clem. 11 
ta BaOn ths Oeias yudoews). ‘The Synagogue of Satan’ is a 
spurious imitation of a true Synagogue on the part of spurious 
Jews, ‘which say that they are Jews, and they are not, but do 
lie.’ The parody implies the original’. Early in the next century 
the great Syrian martyr writes to Polycarp auxvorepov cuva- 
yoryal ywéoOwoayr (Ignatius Ep. ad Polycarpum 4). Late in the 
same century another teacher of Antioch, Theophilus, uses the 
same term*. In Benjamin’s prophecy of St Paul in the Testaments 
of the Twelve Patriarchs it is said ws cuvredelas Tov aidvov 
éotat €v acuvaywyais éOvev". The so-called Jerusalem Syriac 
version supplies a proof that at a much later time among Catholic 


1 Cf. Iren. iii. vi. 1 Hi autem sunt Ecclesia. Haec enim est synagoga Dei. 
On the other hand note Tert. De Spectac. xxv. (de ecclesia Dei in diaboli ecclesiam). 

2 Theophilus ad Autol. ii. 14 (Sédwxevy 6 Beds rq xbouw Kupawopuevy...Tas cuva- 
yuryds, Neyouévas dé éxxAnolas aylas). But it is to be remembered that Theophilus 
is addressing a heathen friend and that the word cwaywy} was used of the 
religious assemblies of the Pagans (see Harnack’s note on Hermas Mand. xi. 9, 
a note which contains a large collection of passages). 

3 In Levi 11, Ben. 11 (&:d0vs ri cuvaywyy Trev éOvav) the reference is rather to 
O. T. usage (e.g. Ex. xii. 3, 6, 47; Gen, xxviii. 3, xxxv. 11). On the Testaments 
see below p. 87. 


1—2 


4 THE LORD’S PRAYER IN THE EARLY CHURCH. 


Christians in the neighbourhood of Palestine the word Synagogue 
was still in use’. In regard to the Ebionites we have the express 
statement of Epiphanius (xxx. 18), cuvaywyny odrot xaXovow 
THv éavrov éexxdrnaolav cal ovyt éxxrnolav*. 

From the East we turn to the capital of the West. The 
number of the Jews in Rome is a commonplace of history. But 
archaeological researches and the study of inscriptions have now 
added detail and colour to the picture. Unlike the Jews at 
Alexandria who formed a political corporation, the Jews in Rome 
were divided into many separate religious communities (cuva- 
yowyai), taking their name sometimes from distinguished patrons 
as ‘the Synagogue of the Augustesians,’ sometimes from the 
locality as ‘the Synagogue of the Siburesians’ (Subura)*. Hence 
a special importance attaches to the use of the word ‘Synagogue’ 
by two Christian writers of the second century, who speak to us 
from Rome. Justin (Dial. 287 B) uses the phrase, rois eis avrov 
TioTEVoValW, WS OVoL pid wpuxh Kal pa ouvayoyy Kal pua 
éxxrnoia. Hermas (Mand. xi. 9, comp. 13, 14) writes thus, 
Grav ovv €XOn 6 dvOpwiros 6 Eywv Td Trvedua TO Oeiov eis ouva- 
yoynyv avdpdv Sixaiwv...cai évrev&is yévntar mpds tov Oeov ras 
cuvaywyns tov avipav exelvov K.T.d. 

Thus among Catholic Christians in Syria, among Ebionite 
sectaries widely scattered, in the Roman Church of the second 
century, we have evidence that the word cuvaywyn survived 
to witness to an almost forgotten stage of Christian life and 
worship. 

The Church then in the earliest days of the faith, as far as 
concerned her discipline and her worship, may be described as 
an association of Synagogues, gradually multiplying as she gained 
new territory for her Master. 


1 ¢§o wird auch im Ev. Hier. éxxAnola durch NNWI5 d. h. Synagoge tiber- 
setzt. Das Buch finden wir im Gebrauch katholischer Christen Ostpalistinas’ 
(Zahn Forschungen, Tatian’s Diatessaron p. 885). 

2 Comp. the inscriptions given in Schtirer The Jewish People Eng. Trans, 
div. ii. vol. ii. pp. 64, 69. Subsequent references to Schiirer, unless it is otherwise 
stated, are to this volume. 

3 Schiirer p. 247 f.; for Jewish cemeteries at or near Rome see p. 240, also 
div. i. vol. i. p. 832 f Compare Merivale Hist. of the Romans vi. p. 428 f., vii, 
p. 379 £. 
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But at this point there comes into light a fact of far-reaching 
importance. Of the Jews at Jerusalem there were two classes, the 
Hebrews and the Hellenists (Acts ix. 29 cuve&nret apos tovs 
“EAXnuioras). The former would naturally constitute the larger 
body. Among the latter would be numbered Jews of the Disper- 
sion, who either were visiting the Mother City at the time of the 
Festivals (Acts ii. 5 ff.), or, like Saul of Tarsus, had some reason 
for settling there. Further, the Book of the Acts (vi. 9), con- 
firmed as it is here by independent authority, informs us that 
the Hellenists had Synagogues of their own at Jerusalem’. It is 
natural that no special mention should be made of ‘the Syna- 
gogues of the Hebrews’ at Jerusalem, for there they were neces- 
sarily the prevailing type. At Rome, on the other hand, where 
Hellenists would vastly preponderate, a notice is preserved of a 
‘Synagogue of Hebrews’ (cvvaywyn AiSpéwv)’. 

Over and above a general divergence of tone which would 
scparate the two classes of worshippers, a special point of difference 
would be the use of Greek in the Synagogues of the Hellenists: 
“R. Levi Bar Chajothah went to Caesarea and heard them 
PMD'INON YOY pe / reciting thew ‘Shemaa’ Hellenistically [i.e. in 
Greek]*.” It is difficult to suppose that a custom which pre- 
vailed among the Hellenists elsewhere would be abjured by those 
at Jerusalem, where the presence of pilgrims from the Dispersion 
in all parts of the world would render it most necessary. There is, 


1 Lightfoot (Horae Hebr. on Acts vi. 9) quotes the Hieros. Megilla (fol. 73. 4) 
as speaking of the Synagogue of the Alexandrians at Jerusalem. Commentators 
differ as to the number of synagogues implied in Acts vi.9. Some of the older 
commentators (e.g. Calvin, Beza), and later Wieseler, hold that but one Syna- 
gogue is meant; Meyer, like Vitringa (p. 253) and Schiirer (p. 57), thinks that five 
are referred to; Wendt and Nésgen hold that the language requires but two, that 
of the Libertines, Cyrenians and Alexandrians, and that of those of Cilicia and 
Asia. Mr Page, separating off the Libertines, supposes that three Synagogues are 
mentioned. Ndsgen in loc. refers to ‘talmudische Angaben iiber drei hellenistische 
Synagogen unter den 480 Jerusalems (Megill. E. 73, 4 u. 4.).’ 

2 Corp. Inscr. Graec. 9909 referred to by Schiirer, p. 248. 

3 Lightfoot Horae Hebr. on Le, x. 27. On the use of Greek in the worship 
of the Dispersion see Schiirer, p. 283 with reff., Edersheim Life and Times i. pp. 
30, 446. Schiirer (p. 284) writes, ‘The Rabbinical authorities in Palestine ex- 
pressly sanctioned the use of any language whatever in repeating the Shemah, the 
Shemoneh Esreh and the grace at meals.’ Comp. Neubauer in Studia Biblica i. 
p. 50. 
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however, so far as I know, no direct evidence as to the usage in 
this matter of the Hellenistic Synagogues at Jerusalem. — 

But if this twofold division of Synagogues existed at Jerusalem 
among the Jews, would not a similar division reappear among 
‘the Brethren’? Would there not spring up Synagogues of the 
Hellenistic, as well as Synagogues of the Hebrew ‘Brethren’? To 
the latter there would naturally join themselves the ‘great com- 
pany of the priests’ who became ‘obedient to the faith’ (Acts vi. 7), 
and those ‘of the sect of the Pharisees who believed’ (xv. 5); to 
the former, those who were attracted by the teaching of St Stephen, 
and at a later time the converts of Barnabas and Saul of Tarsus, 
us well as some of those ancient disciples who were won on the 
day of Pentecost. 

Nor is this picture of the Church at Jerusalem a hypothetical 
one, Directly the Church began to expand, ‘there arose a mur- 
muring of the Hellenists against the Hebrews’ (Acts vi. 1). 
Almsgiving was specially connected with the Synagogue system’, 
and to suppose that ‘the daily ministration’ was a part of 
that system as it had been transplanted and as it developed 
among ‘the Brethren’ would be no violently improbable conjec- 
ture. But however that may be, the whole tone of the history 
makes it clear that this was no private quarrel, but a public 
dispute which threatened a disruption of the Church. All becomes 
intelligible at once if in the disputants we recognise two congrega- 
tions or two groups of congregations, each with a home and an 
organization of its own. The Apostles dealt boldly with this 
rising spirit of disunion. They ‘called the multitude of the 
disciples (rd w7AnO0s tev pabntadv) unto them,’ all, that 1s, with- 
out distinction of party. 

It is probably true that the line of cleavage between ‘the 
Brethren’ of the Hebrew and ‘the Brethren’ of the Hellenistic Syna- 
gogues does not exactly coincide with that which separated those 
that were ‘of the circumcision’ from the more liberal section of the 
Jewish Christians, but the two lines cannot have been far apart. 


1 Lightfoot Horae Hebr. on Matt. vi. 1f., Vitringa de Synagoga pp. 211 f., 
809 ff., Schiirer p. 66 (‘It was in the Synagogues that the collection of alms 
took place. According to the Mishna the collection was to be made by at least 
two, the distribution by three persons’). 
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The two principles of classification are closely related. And the 
view of the Apostolic Church which I am endeavouring to make 
probable throws much light, as I believe, on the disputes and the 
tangled negotiations which led up to, and were connected with, the 
Conference at Jerusalem. It explains individual expressions in the 
narrative—adav Td mAnOos (xv. 12, comp. vi. 2, xxi. 18 aavres Te 
mapeyévovTo ot mpeaRutepot), ody bAn TH éxxAnola (v. 22). It 
accounts, as it seems to me, for the reference to the Mosaic Jaw in 
the condensed report of St James’ speech. The twofold demand 
of the Pharisaic party (xv. 5) was, ‘It is needful to circumcise 
them, and to charge them to keep the law of Moses,’ To this two- 
fold demand St James had a twofuld answer. On the one hand, 
circumcision was not to be insisted on, though the Gentiles should 
be asked to make certain reasonable concessions. On the other 
hand, all that was valuable in their requirements as to the Mosaic 
law was substantially secured already. Moses was not likely to be 
neglected. ‘For Moses from generations of old hath in every city 
them that preach him, being read in the Synagogues [i.e. in the 
public worship of the Jews and the Christians alike] every sabbath’ 
(xv. 21). Again, if a conclusion can be safely drawn from the 
names of the envoys (xv. 22), Judas surnamed Barsabbas repre- 
sented the Hebrews, Silas the Hellenists. Lastly, the fact that 
the organized influence of men bound together by common worship 
was enlisted on this side or on that made this crisis in a doctrinal 
dispute a matter of grave difficulty and danger, as at an earlier 
time it had embittered a question of administration. 

In the same direction we may look for an explanation of the 
fact that in the first century relations of our Lord were chosen as 
Bishops of the Church at Jerusalem. The claim to reverence 
which these men had rose above any title to authority which was 
based on pre-eminence either among the Hebrews or the Hel- 
lenists. Such an appointment was a victory for neither section of 
the Church’*. : 

The Hellenistic (Christian) Synagogues, fortified by the work of 
St Paul and by the alliance first of the Christian Jews of the 


1 Hegesippus (Eus. H. E. iv. 22), Dupewy...8v wpoéPevro wdyres dveyrov Svra rob 
xuplou Sevrepov. Compare what the same writer says of the grandsons of Jude 
(Eus. H. E. iii. 20). 
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Dispersion and then of Gentile converts, gradually won to them- 
selves the supremacy. From the very first theirs, it would seem, 
had been the greater enlightenment and vigour. And as time 
went on and the old things of worship and of organization passed 
away and became new, they were merged in the life of the Catholic 
Church of the second century, for which they had prepared the 
way’. 

The main elements in this view of the early Apostolic Church, 
its adhesion, that is, to the Synagogue system and the existence 
among the Christian ‘ Brethren,’ as among the Jews, of Hebrew 
and of Hellenistic Synagogues, may, I venture to think, be taken 
as historically certain. I pass on to indicate the bearing of these 
conclusions first on the question of the origin of the Synoptic 
Gospels, and secondly on the problem of the original form of the 
Lord’s Prayer. 

1. In the Synagogues of ‘the Brethren’ the personal followers 
of Christ, and especially the Apostles, would bear their witness to 
His Resurrection and would tell what they remembered of His 
teaching and His life. This personal testimony would at least 
form an important part of each Aoyos mapaxAnoews (Acts xiii. 15, 
note especially Hebr. xiii. 22). The lessons from the Law and the 
Prophets must have had an honoured place in the Christian as in 
the Jewish Synagogues, and ‘the exhortation’ would often be 
based upon some prophetic saying or some ancient type’. The 
analogy of the apostolic speeches and sermons preserved in sub- 
stance in the Acts bears out these statements. 

To these Noyot 7tapaxAnoews in the Christian Synagogues we 
must look for the first beginnings of the Gospels. In them the 
sayings of the Lord would be brought together for the purposes of 
immediate edification. The history of His birth, His work, His 
Passion, His Resurrection, would be linked with the ancient 


1 See note A at the end of the Chapter. 

2 Such surely is the explanation of the opening words of St Paul’s speech at 
Antioch—o6 6¢€0s rod Naod rovrou (xiii. 17). The ro’rov must refer to some words in 
the section of the Prophets (v. 15) just read. Compare Luke iv. 18—21. To take 
rovrov as deictic (Page) or as referring back to dydpes "Iopandira: (Wendt) gives a 
very poor sense. The point is important in its bearing on the sources and the 
credibility of the Acts. 
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prophecics. And as among the Jews the Synagogues were closely 
connected with the Schools of the Scribes, so among the early dis- 
ciples the more public teaching of the assembly would be repeated 
and brought home in catechetical instruction. Thus in the very 
first days of the Church different types of an oral Gospel would be 
in process of formation. | 

But in two other ways the needs created by this system of 
Christian Synagogues tended, I cannot doubt, to the growth of 
the Gospels as we have them now. 

In the first place translation would be necessary. In the 
Synagogues of the Hebrew Disciples the recital of the Lord’s 
words and the story of His life would be in Aramaic. But when 
transplanted to the Hellenistic Synagogues, the same recital and 
the same story would have to assume a Greek dress. And the 
obvious desirability of making the one version a substantial 
equivalent of the other would tend to generate in both languages 
fixed types of apostolic tradition. At the same time it is quite 
possible that through this necessary intercourse with-the Hellen- 
ists the Hebrew Apostles and teachers may have gained that 
power over the Greek language which surprises us, for example, in 
the Epistle of St James. 

In the second place, may not the origin of written Gospels be 
at least in part traceable to the same set of circumstances? When 
a decree of the Mother Church, and when Apostolic letters, were 
read in the Christian assemblies, when further the Apostles and 
the earliest witnesses became scattered and it might therefore seem 
wise to compensate for their absence by some representation of 
their teaching, ‘many would take in hand to draw up a narrative 
concerning those things which had been fulfilled.’ In this way 
the story of Christ's life and teaching would pass from the Adyos 
jTapaxrnoews to find a place alongside the lessons from the Law 
and the Prophets, and thus would gradually, even in the lifetime 
of the Apostles, attain to something of scriptural authority’. Here 


1 Comp. Acts xx. 35 (uvnpuovevew re trav Nbywv Tov Kuplov ’Inoos), 1 Thess, iv. 15 
(€v Adéyw Kuplov), 1 Cor. vii. 10 (ovx éym adda 6 KUpeos), 1 Cor. ix. 14 (6 xdpsos 
diératev), 1 Tim. v. 18 (Aéyer yap 7 ypady Body adodvra ov dimwoes, Kal “Axtos 6 
épydrns tod pucOot avrob). In Rom. xvi. 25 f. (kara droxdd\upyw pvornplov...cecvyn- 
pévou pavepwh&vros dé viv did Te ypadway mpopynrixoy Kar’ émcrayny Tod alwvlov Oeod 
els mavra Ta lOvn ywwpicbévros) I cannot but think that the reference is to the 
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too we get a side light on portions of the Apostolic Epistles. As 
Clement of Rome incorporates in his letter to the Corinthian 
Church a prayer which a comparison of his language with that of 
the ancient liturgies shews to be the substance of a form which 
as the presiding elder he used in the worship of the Church, so 
there is much to lead us to think that St James preserves for us 
in his Epistle portions of his Synagogue addresses. And a most 
striking characteristic of this Epistle is that it is built up of Aoyta 
xuptaxa. What is true of this Epistle is true in a less degree of 
other Apostolic Epistles. Such references, or possible references, 
in the Epistles to the Lord’s words need careful collection and 
rigorous examination before any real progress can be made towards 
the solution of the Synoptic question’. 

The adoption of the Synagogue system in the early Church 
has an intimate connexion with the composition of the written 
Gospels. But it is not of itself a sufficient explanation. It is but 
one among many influences. In truth a key of many wards is 
needed to fit the complicated lock of the Synoptic problem. We 
shall probably be moving along the lines which will lead to a 
settlement of the question, so far as a settlement is possible, when 
we recognise the converging forces of both Aramaic and Greek 
oral tradition, of Aramaic and Greek written memoranda, and of 
all these as they would find a place in the Synagogues of ‘the 
Brethren,’ in catechetical instruction, and in missionary activity’. 
writings of Christian Prophets. For compare (1) Eph. iii, 1—9 (dwép buco roe 
éOvav...Kara amroxddupyw éyvwplobn poe To wvorhptov...dvvacbe dvaywweKxorres roo 
Thy civeoly you év Ty wvornply Tod xpiorod, 8...viv dwexahtpdn rots dylos droarédus 
avrov Kal mpopiyras év mvevpari...dwrloa [wdvras] rls 4 olxovoula ro0 pvoryploy rot 
dmoxexpuupévou k.7.d.)3 (2) Tit. i. 2 f. (qv éwaryyeldaro...dparépwoer 8e...rdv NSyow adrot 
éev knptyuare & émiorevOnv éyw kar’ émirayny rod owripos ju Geod). Such a refer- 
ence would be especially in point at the close of the Roman Epistle. 

1 See note B at the end of the Chapter. 

2 Mr A. Wright’s singularly fresh and independent though inoomplete essay 
(The Composition of the Four Gospels, 1890) emphasises one important factor, viz. 
catechetical instruction. To what strange results a one-sided theory may lead is 
seen in the results attained by Resch in his articles Der Quellenbericht aber die 
dvddnyis des Herrn (Zeitschrift fir kirchliche Wissenschaft 1889 pp. 18 ff., 75 ff.). 
Here is his ‘ Hebraischer Urtext,’ 

sip ayy init oben inaNyy PadeoON OIDYD aR DOE dyn 

Such a theory may be safely left to pair with Dr Abbott’s telegram theory 
(The Common Tradition p. Xi.). 


THE CHURCH AND THE SYNAGOGUE. ll 


2. From the larger problem of the Synoptic Gospels I turn 
to another question, closely connected yet not identical with it, 
viz., the position of the Lord’s Prayer in the Apostolic Church and 
the bearing of this upon its original form. 

The two Evangelists who record the Prayer connect it with - 
different occasions in our Lord’s ministry. St Matthew represents 
our Lord as Himself of His own accord teaching this form of 
prayer to His disciples in the audience of the crowds (Matt. vi. 9, 
vii, 28 f.). St Luke tells us that the Lord gave it to His disciples 
privately in answer to the request of one of them, ‘ Lord, teach 
us to pray, even as John also taught his disciples. Apart from 
general questions, there seems in this case to be nothing essen- 
tially improbable in the repetition of the same form’. Internal 
evidence confirms the report of the Evangelists. St Luke (v. 33) 
preserves a notice which has the support of the other Synoptists 
(Matt. ix. 14, Me. it. 18): of padnrai “Iwavou vnore’ovew truKva 
xal Senoes trovovvrat. Here then lay the point of the disciples’ 
request. But the Lord had no esoteric elaborate teaching on 
this matter. He gave His disciples privately the same simple 
fourm which He had already given them in the audience of the 
crowds’. 

As the occasions described by the two Evangelists differ, so 
do also the versions of the Prayer which they respectively give. 
That contained in St Luke’s Gospel divergés from that contained 
in St Matthew’s both in regard to the length of the Prayer 
and in the wording of the clauses which are common to both 
Gospels. 


1 Our Lord thus would be simply following the usual custom of Jewish teachers. 
The Prophets, the Pauline Epistles, and the Apocalypse supply many instances 
of such repetitions. 

2 Mr Page on the other hand (Critical Notes on the Lord’s Prayer, Expositor, 
3rd Series, vol. vii. p. 433 ff.) thinks that ‘a single prayer delivered by Jesus to 
His disciples may be related by two historians in two different shapes and as 
delivered under different circumstances.’ His arguments are, I think, met by the 
remarks in the text above. At the same time I believe that it would be contrary 
to analogy to suppose that the longer and the shorter forms belong respectively 
to the two occasions. Both the Evangelists record how the Lord’s Prayer was 
delivered to the Disciples; both give a form current when they wrote. On the 
question whether St Luke has inserted in the Prayer phraseology of his own, 
see below, pp. 42 ff. 
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When we come to enquire what the original form of the 
Prayer was, it is needful to remember that the term orginal is 
here relative rather than absolute. For in the period which 
intervened between the occasion when our Lord first taught the 
Prayer and the time when the Evangelists gave it a place in the 
Gospels, it had passed through one stage, and had already entered 
upon the second stage of its history. On the one hand it is 
unreasonable to suppose that before the day of Pentecost the 
Apostles did not use it privately among themselves. On the other, 
when the number of the Disciples began to increase, it passed 
over into the Synagogue worship of the Church. The first stage 
eludes our grasp. It is the second only that our investigation 
can touch. : 

In connexion with the use of the Lord’s Prayer in the 
Christian Synagogues the following points must be noticed. 

(1) Our Lord left three commands which would mould from 
the first the worship of the Church: obrws...mpooevyerOe vpets 
(Matt. vi. 9), XadBere, hayere...miere €E avtod travtes (Matt. xxvi, 
28), wabnrevoate...Bamrivovres (Matt. xxvii. 19). We know that 
the last two were obeyed. Converts were baptised; the Eucharist 
was celebrated. The indications that the other injunction was 
observed from the earlicst days are less obvious and direct, but 
when brought together they are very cogent. For over and above 
the a priort probability, that if the Disciples met for Synagogue 
worship, they would use the Prayer which their Master had 
bequeathed to them, there are, as I hope to shew in dealing with 
the several clauses of the Prayer, many allusions to its petitions in 
the Apostvlic writings, allusions which become quite intelligible if 
we assume that the Prayer was in constant public use. Again, the 
hypothesis of this early liturgical use explains various points in 
the language both of the Prayer as we have it and of certain 
additions to it which have been preserved, Lastly, this view 
exactly harmonises with the evidence of the Didaché. In the 
Didaché the Lord’s Prayer holds a prominent position, ‘Pray ye 
not, it 1s said (ch. viii.), ‘as the hypocrites; but as the Lord 
commanded in His Gospel, so pray ye.’ The Lord’s Prayer is 
then given in the fuller form recorded by St Matthew, with two 
variations of text and with the addition of a doxology. The 
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direction is appended ‘Thrice a day in this way pray ye. This 
last direction links the Lord’s Prayer with the Jewish hours of 
prayer, morning, afternoon, and evening; hours which were observed 
by religious Jews in private and, at least on certain days, in the 
public worship of the Synagogue. That the Apostles kept the 
hours of prayer we know from the Acts (iii. 1, x. 9). Moreover 
the Didaché (ch. x.) preserves to us a remarkable eucharistic 
formula which is closely connected with certain clauses of the 
Lord’s Prayer. Such a reference to the Lord’s Prayer implies that 
it had been itself for some time an essential part of the Church’s 
liturgy. 

(2) It may, I think, be taken for certain that the Prayer was 
originally in Aramaic. A priori probabilities are very strongly in 
favour of this view. Further, on this supposition the variations, 
especially in the tenses used in the two forms found in the Gospels 
and in probable allusions to the Prayer in other parts of the New 
Testament, find an easy explanation. The details of this evidence 
will appear in the discussion of the several clauses. But if the 
Aramaic form was the original, the existence of Hellenistic 
congregations among the Disciples at Jerusalem would necessitate 
from the very first a translation of the Prayer into Greek. 
Further, the Prayer would have a liturgical history in the 
Synagogues of ‘the Brethren’ both Hebrew and Hellenistic. It 
is clear then that the Prayer holds a position of its own, and in 
reference to the circumstances of its transmission stands apart 
from the rest of the matter contained in the Synoptic Gospels. 
One other point under this head remains. It 1s this. From the 
earliest days after Pentecost the faith would be planted in places 
more or less distant by missionaries and others coming from the 


1 “Thus the regular Synagogue-services would gradually arise; first, on Sabbaths 
and on feast- or fast-days, then on ordinary days, at the same hours as, and with 
a sort of internal correspondence to, the worship of the Temple. The services on 
Mondays and Thursdays were special, these being the ordinary market-days, when 
the country-people came into the towns....Accordingly, Monday and Thursday 
were called ‘the days of congregation’ or ‘Synagogue’ (Yom ha-Kenisah)” (Eders- 
heim Life and Times i. p. 432). On the Jewish hours of prayer and their early 
date comp. Lightfoot Horae Hebr. on Acts iii. 1, Vitringa de Synagoga Vetere 
pp. 42 f., 1062 ff., Schiirer p. 85. For early Christian custom see Harnack’s note 
on the Didaché viii. 3. 
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Church at Jerusalem. These teachers would bring with them the 
Lord’s Prayer in the form which it had reached at the time of 
their departure from the Mother Church. Afterwards liturgical 
changes might be made in the Prayer both in the Mother Church 
and in the daughter Churches. But this at least is plain, that 
when at a later time a version of the Gospels was made in the 
language of a daughter Church, the Lord’s Prayer would stand 
outside the simple work of translation. There would be a current 
form already sanctioned by long devotional use, a form which the 
translator could not neglect or forget, though of course he might 
subject it to a literary revision when he incorporated it in his 
translation of the Gospels. Thus it is always possible that the 
criticism of a Version may yield evidence as to the original form of 
the Lord’s Prayer. 

(3) The Disciples would only be following Synagogue usage if 
they adapted a fixed prayer for use on particular occasions, either 
by alteration, or by addition’. This principle of adaptation, as it 
will appear, I trust, in the succeeding investigation, was applied in 
three directions. 

(i) By means of substituted or added clauses the Prayer was 
adapted for use at the Laying on of hands and perhaps at Baptism. 

(ii) By alterations in the petition for daily bread the Prayer 
was made suitable for morning and evening use. 

(iii) By the accretion of varying forms of Doxology the Prayer 
was fitted especially for Eucharistic use. 


A. NOTE ON THE HELLENISTIC SYNAGOGUES (see p. 8). 


We have speaking evidence not only for the Jewish parentage of Christian 
liturgical forms, but also in reference to the operation of translation and 
adaptation, in the sections of the Didaché which deal with worship (see 


1 “We have evidence that, in the time of our Lord, and even later, there was 
much personal liberty left; for, not only was much in the services determined by 
the usage of each place, but the leader of the devotions might preface the regular 
service by free prayer, or insert such between certain parts of the liturgy’ 
heim Life and Times i. p, 438 with ref. to Zunz Gottesd. Vortr. d. Jud. p. 868 f., 
Ritus des syn. Gottesd, p. 2 f.). 
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Dr Taylor The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, Lecture 11.) and in the 
Epistle of Clement of Rome, especially 58 ff. The intimate acquaintance 
with the Lxx. shewn in this Epistle proves the writer to be a Hellenist ; the 
worship of the Church over which he presides is in Greek, but it is based on 
Jewish prayers and benedictions (see Bp Lightfoot Clement, 1890, i. p. 392 ff.). 

The Church at Rome, the very early date of whose foundation is implied 
by its size and importance when St Paul wrote his Roman Epistle, and 
which was at first predominantly Jewish, had not as yet wholly passed beyond 
the stage in which the Christian ‘ Brethren’ formed a Hellenistic Synagogue, 
or group of Synagogues (on the Jewish Synagogues at Rome see Schiirer 
p. 247; see above p. 4). If the Church at least to some extent still pre- 
sented this aspect to the Pagan world of Rome, we have perhaps the clue 
to the partial confusion of Christians and Jews in Tacitus’ account of the 
Neronian persecution (Ann. xv. 44). The first batch of those arrested, who 
gave information which led to the arrest of the ‘multitudo ingens,’ may well 
have been Jews (comp. Merivale History of the Romans vi. 448 f.). These, if 
the Christians formed a schismatic Synagogue, would naturally have full 
knowledge about them, and would be ready enough to implicate them. With 
this Clement’s insistence on jealousy as the cause of the persecution 
harmonises (c. 6). Further, of this ‘great company’ Tacitus says, ‘haud 
perinde in crimine incendii quam odio humani generis convicti sunt.’ But 
this is exactly what he says elsewhere (Hist. v. 5) of the Jews, ‘adversus 
omnes alios hostile odium’ (comp. Juv. xiv. 103 with Prof. Mayor’s note). 
Again, if we turn to Domitian’s onslaught, during, or immediately after, 
which Clement’s letter was written, we have a similar notice, How natural 
does Dion Cassius’ account of the emperor’s cruelty towards Flavius Clemens, 
Domitilla and others become (lxvii. 14 émnvéxOn 8€ dugoiy éyxAnpa dbedrnros, 
vg ns cat GAdot és Ta Tov "lovdalwv €On é£oxeAXovres troAXol Kuredixacbncay), 
if we suppose this charge of adopting Jewish customs to be connected with 
the Synagogue worship of the Church at Rome!? Still further, in the 
Hellenistic associations of its earliest days (and old associations in the 
matter of worship are tenacious and wide in their influence), we may see in 
part the reason why the primitive Church of Rome was mainly Greek, and 
why its literature remained Greek till the third century. There is indeed an 
interesting parallel between the relations of Christian Hebrew and Hellenistic 
Synagogues at Jerusalem and on the other hand the presence of Greek and 
Latin elements in the Roman Church, the gradual transition of a Greek into 
a Latin Church, and the survival of liturgical relics of the former, e.g. in the 
Kyrie eleison?. 


There is a question of considerable interest which seems to me to be 


1 Compare Sueton. Domit. 12, Ad quem deferebantur, qui vel inprofessi Judaicam 
viverent vitam. 

2 Doubtless originally a Greek Jewish liturgical formula based on the uxx. of 
Is. xxxiii. 2, Ps, cxxii. 3, vi. 3, ix. 14, &e. 
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suggested by the liturgical element in Clement’s Epistle, when it is viewed in 
connexion with the theory which I have put forward of the Christian Syna- 
gogue worship of the Church at Rome and elsewhere. Bp Lightfoot (Clement i. 
p. 394 f.) points out a series of parallels between the letter of Clement and 
the first two and the last two of the eighteen Jewish benedictions, the She- 
moneh Esreh. Now it seems clear that the language employed by the Jews at 
Rome in their worship was commonly Greek, the Rabbinical authorities in 
Palestine expressly sanctioning ‘the use of any language whatever in repeating 
the Shemah, the Shemonch Esreh’ (see Schiirer p. 283 f.). Is Clement’s 
Greek representation of the Hebrew formulas his own or that of the Chris- 
tian congregation at Rome, or on the other hand is it based on the Greek 
version of the Hebrew liturgy current in the Jewish (Hellenistic) Synagogues 
at Rome, itself largely based on the Lxx.? Bishop Lightfoot does not hint 
at the question, but it seems to follow necessarily on the results of his investi- 
gation. Possibly a minute examination of the points of resemblance between 
Clement and the early Liturgies might reveal their common origin in Greek 
Jewish Prayers. Such a comparison, however, would require a critical textual 
study of the Liturgies. But can anything be gained from a comparison of 
Clement with the Didaché? The two documents seem to be quite independent 
of each other. A comparison is difficult, partly because the liturgical fragments 
in the Didaché, though distinct, are scanty; partly because the liturgical element 
in the Didaché is mainly eucharistic, that in Clement mainly intercessory. The 
two documents, if they draw from the same stream, draw from it at different 
points of its course. The following resemblances, however, are worth noting. 
(1) Compare Didaché x. 4 mpd mavrav evyapiorotpéy cot Ore duvaros ef ov with 
Clem. 61 6 povos duvarés motjoat ravra...cot eEoporoyoupeba. The use of duvards 
in reference to God is to be noted. Does the Didaché give the liturgical 
phrase which Clement adapts? The word is so used in Le. i. 49 (6 duvards) ; 
Ps. xxiv. 8, Zeph. ili. 17 (=); Ps, lxxxix. 9 (=}'DN) ; comp. Job xxxvi. 5, 
(2) Compare Did. x. 3 ov, 8€amora mavroxparop, éxricas ra mavra evexa Tou 
dvoparos gov, Tpopyy re Kal rrordv ESexas rots avOparots With Clement (a) 60 ov, 
KUple, THY Oikoupéyny Exricas,...vai, Séamora, éridavov...61 ov, &éorora, Coxas...00 
yap, arora érovpane...di8ws rois viois ray avOpdmevx.r.A. The phrase é sravro- 
xparwp Oeds occurs in Clem. 2, 32, 62; 6 mavremdmrns Seororns in 55, comp. 64: 
(b) 59 r6 dpyxeydvov dons kricews dvopd gov. (3) With Did. x. 2 evyapiorotpéy 
got...umép Tov ayiov dvopaTos cov, ov KaTeaKnvwoas ev Tais xapsiats Hyer With 
Clem. 58 vmaxovowpev otv ro travayig xai évddép dvopart avrov.. va xararKn- 
voowpev metoOores emi TO cotwTaTov THs peyadwovrns avrod dvopa. Here the 
impression given is that Clement has in his mind some liturgical phrase which 
he adapts and amplifies. Ifso, the phrase given in the Didaché and implied 
in Clement may be derived from a common source in (a) a Jewish formula, 
(8) a Jewish formula Christianised, (y) a purely Christian formula. We are 
checked in deciding for (a) by a comparison of the phrase 8:4 "Incod rod wasdés 
gov [Did. ix. 2, 3, x, 2, (3)] with 8:4 rod f-yamnpévou rasdes avrov "L Xp., dd L Xp. 
rov ny. 7. cov (Clem. 59); so Mart. Polyc. 14 ’l. X. dyamnrot cov wads. 
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(4) Lastly I take the tangled question of the quotation in Clem. 34 kat 
nuets ovv, ev opovola émt ro avro auvaxbevres tH ouverdnoe, os €& vos 
aroparos Bonowpev mpos avrov éxrevas eis rd peroxous npas yevéerOa Trav 
peyadov kai éevdoEav érayyekiav avrov. Neyer ydp "OpPOadrpos ovx cidev Kat 
oUs OUK HKOovoev, Kat émt Kxapdiayv dvOpwrov ove dvéBn, doa Hroipacey rots 
Urouévovew avrov. Comp. 1 Cor. ii. 9. Bp Lightfoot (Clement i. p. 390 n.) 
was not wholly satisfied with the explanation which is content with tracing 
these words to Is, lxiv. 4, lxv. 16, 17. ‘Still the phenomenon in St 
Clement,’ so he wrote, ‘suggests that in one form or other it had a place 
in early liturgical services, for indeed its liturgical appropriateness would 
suggest its introduction; and, considering its connexion as quoted by Clement 
here, it is probable that he himself so used it.’ May not a solution of the 
question be found in the supposition that the quotation in St Paul, Clement, 
and others is from some Greek (Jewish) Liturgical formula? The difficulty 
of St Paul’s method of citation is not great, for the yéypamra: is justified by 
the oblique reference to Isaiah, on which indeed the liturgical formula, if it be 
such, is based. Further, it will be remembered that in one and the same 
Epistle St Paul introduces alike a passage of Scripture and a Christian Hymn 
with the formula Aéye: (Eph. iv. 8, v. 14: comp. Hebr. i. 7). Again, a reference 
to Isaiah hardly explains the language of 1 Cor. ii. 9; for the a... and oea... 
have the appearance of being the rough edges of a direct quotation torn from 
its context (comp. 1 Tim. iii. 16 os éavepa6n...), rough edges which elsewhere 
(e.g. in Clement) are smoothed down. It remains to state briefly some argu- 
ments which appear to support the theory of a Greek (Jewish) liturgical 
origin. (i) The quotation with variations occurs very widely (see Resch 
Agrapha pp. 102, 281), often in writings in which there are traces of Jewish 
traditions and associations, e.g. in Ep. Clement, ‘The Ancient Homily’ 11 (14), 
Mart. Polyc. 2, Apostolic Constitutions (vii, 32), Pseudo-Athan. de Vurgini- 
tate (18); to this list Ep. Pseudo-Clem. de Virginitate (i. 9) and Acta Thomae 
(36) should perhaps be added. It is not clear what Gnostic sect Hegesippus 
(see Phot. Bzb/. 232) refers to as using these words. The heretic Justin seems 
to have had Jewish affinities, Valentinus to have had considerable knowledge 
of Jewish opinions ; both of these heretics, if we are to believe Hippolytus 
(Refut. v. 24, 26, 27; vi. 24), used these words!. (ii) The notion of the kingdom 
is in several references linked with the words; thus Clem. Protrept. x. 94 
after the word dvé8n adds kcal yapyoorra: éni ry Baotdeia rov Kupiov avrav eis 
Tous aidvas: dunv. Apost. Constit. vii. 32 after rots ayardow avrov adds kai 
xapnoovra ev ri Bacdreia tov Geov. Agathangelus (31, see below pp. 32, 38), 
gives the closing words of a confessor’s prayer thus: émyyayes ay nyiv Kal Thy 
onv BacXciay nv mponrotuacas els rHy nuerépav Odkav mpd Tov elvas Tov KOTpOY, HY 
OpOadrpos ovK eidev, kat ods ovK HKovcev, Kai emt Kapdiay dvOperou ovK dvéBn, Hv 


1 If Dr Salmon’s theory in his art. on the Cross-references in the ‘ Philoso- 
phumena’ (Hermathena v. p. 389) be true, Hippolytus’ evidence is probably 
worthless. 


Cc. 2 
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cat vov daces, Séomura, Tots HyaTNKOGW TO Travdytoy Gov Svoua Kai THY mwapouciay 
Tov gov povoyevous (cf. 2 Tim. iv. 8, 18). Such prayers, as I shall have 
occasion to notice later on, sometimes have embedded in them ancient 
liturgical fragments. Probably it is so here. It is worth noticing in passing 
that both in Clement and in Agathangelus in the previous context the 
mention of the Divine will and of the hosts of angels is prominent. When 
we turn to the Didaché (x. 5), we have the prayer pyjoOnri, Kvpse, THs ExxAnoias 
gov...kat cvvafov! avrny dro Tay Tecodpev avépwy, THY adytacOeicay els THY oOHY 
Baoweiav nv nroiuacas avr7. Here it will be noticed that the last clause 
agrees with the first clause of the excerpt from Agathangelus and contains 
in connexion with ‘the kingdom’ the key-word jrotpacas, which is common 
to several of these passages” It is possible that the words of the Didaché 
and of Agathangelus are to be traced to Matt. xxv. 34 xAnpovopyoare rhy 
yrotpaopemy viv Baowelav. But it is perhaps more probable that the 
wording in this latter case as well as in the two former passages is to be 
referred to some liturgical phrase. (iii) Lastly, there are the expressions rots 
dyaraatv avrov, Trois vmopévovew avrdv. It may well be that both were sanc- 
tioned by Hellenistic liturgical usage; that in fact they were alternative 
phrases. The latter is suggested by Is. lxiv. 3 (rots Umopévovew edeov), also by 
Ps, Ixviii. 7, Lament. ili. 25 (aya6os xupsos rots Umopévovoww avrov), Zech. vi. 14 
(6 8€ oréshavos fora: rots Uropevover). The former (rots ayardow avrov) occurs in 
the N. T. not only in 1 Cor. ii. 9, but also in Jas. i. 12, ii. 5—‘the crown of 
life (the kingdom)’ ov (js) émnyyeiAaro rois dyamaow avroy, compare 2 Tim. iv. 


1 Compare Did. ix. 4 otrw cuvaxAhrw cov h éxxAnola awd Trav wepdrwy Tis yijs els 
Thy onv Baorrelay, Hp. Clem. 34 (see Beye) owaxbévres, Mart. Polyc. 20 ry 5é Suvapéry 
ravras huas eloayayety [ev] rH adrod xaprre kal Swpeg els Thy Exoupdnov abrol Baccdelay 
dad wadds avro, 22 twa xdue ouwayayy 6 Kips *I. X. pera trav éxdextav avrod, 
Clementine Liturgy (Hammond p. 22) rdavras iyas éxiouvdyaye els Thy Twr odparar 
Baorrelav, Lit. of St James (Hammond p. 26, Swainson p. 218), and (Hammond p. 
46= Syriac p. 76, Swainson p. 301=Syriac p. 342) émccuvdywv tpas bwd rods wodas 
Tav exrexrov gov, Lit. of St Basil (Hammond p. 120, Swainson pp. 84, 164) rovs 
€axopmicpévous emiovvaryarye. The source of these prayers is doubtless the tenth 
of the Eighteen Benedictions, ‘Set up a standard to collect our captives, and gather 
us together from the four corners of the earth. Blessed art Thou, O Lord, who 
gatherest the outcasts of Thy people Israel.’ But the Greek representation thus 
widely spread must be that current in the Hellenistic Synagogues, founded on such 
passages in the xx. as Deut. xxx. 4 édy 9 4 dsacropd cov dx’ dxpov rob obparyod fess 
dxpou Tod ovpavod éxetOev owater ce 6 xtpros, Ps. cvi. 47, cxlvii. 2, Is. xi. 12 rods dec- 
orappévous lovda cuvate: x Trav recodpww wrept-ywr Tis vis, xlix. 5, lii. 18, Neh. i. 9 
eladtw avrovs eis Tov térov by etedetduny xaracknvooa Td Srod pou éxd (note the 
double coincidence with Did. ix. x.), Zech. ii. 6 éx raw recohpur drduuv re0 ebpared 
ouragéw buds, 2 Macc. i. 27, ii.18. Compare Matt. xxiv. 81, John xi, 52, 2 Thess, ii. 1. 









2 For this connexion compare e.g. 1 xiii. 18, 1 Chron. ba 11, 2 Chron, 
xii, 1, Is. xxx. 83. The word occurs also though in & somew 
nexion) in Mart, Polye. 14, which i —— 
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8 (raow rois yyamnxdot THY empaveray avrov, comp, Agath. quoted above). The 
context in all these passages is very similar, and a common liturgical source 
would explain all the phenomena. This phrase also would be ultimately based 


on the O. T., Deut. vii. 9 6 ¢uAdoowr...éAeos trois dyamdaw avrév (wand), 
Ps. cxlv. 20; comp. Ps. cxix. 165, cxxii. 6. If the original liturgical 
setting resembled the First of the Eighteen benedictions, ‘ Blessed art Thou, 
O Lord our God and the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of 
Jacob...who rememberest the good deeds of the fathers and sendest a re- 
deemer unto their sons’ sons,’ the phrase might be a reminiscence of Isaiah 
xli, 8 CAAN OAIIN, LXX. "ABpadp ov yyamnoa), 2 Chron. xx. 7. 

I am content if this somewhat lengthy discussion makes it in any degree 
probable that patient investigation may disinter fragments of Greek Jewish 
liturgical forms!, and if it gives me the opportunity of expressing the belief 
that the results of such an investigation would throw an unexpected light 
on many passages of the New Testament, and on the literature and life of 
the Early Church (compare below p. 147). 


B. NOTE ON THE PAULINE EPISTLES AND THE SYNOPTIC 
GOSPELS (see p. 10). 


Prof. Marshall of Manchester (Expositor, July, 1890) points out ‘six well 
established cases in which St Paul directly or indirectly quotes from 
words of the Lord Jesus which are contained in our present Gospels.’ 
‘In three of the six instances,’ he maintains, ‘the variation between St 
Paul and the Evangelist is capable of explanation on the hypothesis that 
they give a variant translation of a common original, written in the 
language of Palestine. The article, which the writer has followed up 
with others on the Aramaic Gospel, is most suggestive. 

As the matter is closely connected with the subject of this Essay, 
I add the following coincidences with the text of our Gospels in the 
Pauline Epistles?: 

(1) 1 Thess. i. 6 de£dpevor rov Aoyov ev Orinvec wodAR pera yapas mvevparos 
ayiov. Comp. Le. vill. 138 pera yapas Séxovrat tov Aoyov. Matt. xiii. 21 
yevopnevns d€ Oriwews |i Mc. iv. 17. Also comp. 1 Thess. ii. 13 with Le, viii. 11. . 


(2) 1 Thess. ii. 15 f. rev "Iovdaiwv, rov kal rov Kvptoy arroxrewvayrov 


1 Comp. Dr Swainson The Greek Liturgies p. xl.,‘Dr Westcott, in a note on 
1 Jn. ii. 2, has quoted a remarkable passage from Philo De Monarchia ii. 6, which 
suggests that the prayers vrdp etxpaclas adpwr, duBpwv elpnuixwy x.7.d. (St Chrys. 
p. 111, St James pp. 251, 287) may have originated in Jewish usage.’ But the 
prayers in the Alexandrian Synagogues would be in Greek. Hence Dr Swainson’s 
reference becomes a hint which may prove fruitful, A liturgical scholar familiar 
with Philo might very probably recover large portions of the Greek Jewish Prayers, 
Compare the discussion below of the doxology at the close of the Lord’s Prayer. 

? Davidson, Introduction (Ed. 2, 1882) p. 441, has a somewhat similar table of 
parallels, which however I have not consulted. 


2—2 


| 
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"Incotv Kat rovs mpodyras kal npas éxdwéavrov...eis rd dvarAnpooat avrov 
ras duaprias wdvrore. tpbacev 8€ ex avrovs 7 dpy) els ré&dos. Comp. Matt. 
Xxlil. 32 ff. vioi éore trav hovevodyrwy tovs mpodyras: Kal vpeis mAnpooare 
(v. 1. wAnpdcere) ro pérpov tay marépwy Upoy...ras hiynre ard ris xpicews 
ris yeévins;...amoaTAXe mpos Uuas mpopyras...€£ adray drroxrevetre...xal Sudéere. 

(3) 1 Thess. v. 2 oi8are dre juépa xupiov ws KAémrrns dv vuert ovraws Epyxerat 
(Apoc, iii, 3, 2 Pet. iii. 10). Comp. Matt. xxiv. 42 ove ofare wroig uépa 
6 KUptos vpov epyxerat...ywooxere Ori ef 7det...101a PvAaKy oO KAérrns Epxeras. 

(4) 1 Thess. v. 5 mavres yap tpeis viot dords éore xal viol nuépas (Eph. 
Vv. 9 réxva horos). Comp. Le. xvi. 8 rovs viovs rot dwrds (Jn. xii. 36). 

(5) 1 Thess. v. 14 elpnvevere ev éavrois. Comp. Me. ix. 50 elpnvevere 
év adAnaAoss. 

(6) 1 Thess. v. 15 dpare yy ris xaxov dyti xaxov rivi drodo (Rom. xil. 17, 
1 Pet. iii. 9). Comp. Matt. v. 44 ff, Le. vi. 27 ff 

(7) 2 Thess. i. 5 e@s rd xara€wwOjvat vpas tis BacwWelas rov Oeov. Comp. 
Le. xx. 35 of xarafwévres tov alavos éexeivou ruxelv kai THs dvacrdcews Tis 
€x vexpov. 

(8) 1 Cor. vii, 34 f. pepiurg...cedmapedpov rp xupip drepondoras. 
Comp. Le. x. 39f. mapaxabeaOeioa mpos rovs mo8as rov xupiov...repteoraro... 
peptpvas. 

(9) 1 Cor. xiii, 2 xav fyw racay thy rion eore épyn peOoraverv. Comp. 
Matt. xvii. 20 day €ynre miotiw ds Koxkov cwarews, epeire TH Sper roUr@ MeraBa 
evOev exet nat peraBnoerat (xxi. 21, Mc. xi. 23). Note the Syriac Version. 

(10) 2 Cor, vi. 10 hs Avmovpevos det 8€ yxaipovres, ws Trwxoi smodrXovs 
3€ mAourifovres. Vii. 6 6 mapaxadav rovs ramevods mapexddecey pas. Comp. 
Matt. v. 3 ff., Le. vi. 20 f. 

(11) 2 Cor. x. 1 8a ris mpavrnros xai émetkias rod yprorod. Comp. 
Matt. xi. 29 mpais eius cal ramewvos ry kapdia Note the Syriac Versions. 

(12) 2 Cor. xii. 7 f. ayyeAos Zarava...iva adroory dn’ éuov. Comp. Le. iv. 13 
6 8taBoXos aréorn an’ avrov. 

(13) Gal. i. 15 f dre 8€ evdcxnoev [6 Oeds]...dmoxadva rov vidy avrov ¢» 
éuot.. evbéws ov mpocavebéuny capri xai aiparz. Comp. Matt. xvi. 17 apg 
kat ala ouk dmexadviyey cot GAX’ o mraTHp pou 6 év Tots ovpavois. 

(14) Rom. vi. 11 6 8 (7, (7 rG OeG. Le. xx. 38 Geds 3€ ove Eorw vexpar 
adda (avreav’ mavres yap avre (oow. 

(15) Rom. viii. 14 S00: yap mvevpars Beot dyovrat, otro: viol Beod eioly 
(Gal. v. 18). Comp, Le. iv. 1 Hyero ev rG mvevparr. Note the thought of son- 
ship in the context (iii. 22, iv. 3, 9). 

(16) Rom. xii. 14 evdoyeire rovs dudxovras, evdAoyeire Kal pl) xarapacdbe. 
Comp. Le. vi. 28 evAoyeire rous xarapwpévous vpas. Matt. v. 44 poveiyerbe 
vmep Tov BiwKovrav Upas. 

(17) Rom. xiii. 8 ff a yap dyamay rov érepov, vépov mexAnpexey...dy rT? 
Aoyp TovT@ dvaxehadaovra Comp. Matt. xxii. 37 ff ayamjoes xipsop... 
dyannoes tov mAngiov gov...év ravras rais 8uvoiv évrodais Gos 6 vdpos epéparas 
cal of mpopnrat. 
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(18) There are coincidences of thought, and to some extent of expression, 
in Me. vii. 18 ff., and 1 Cor. vi. 13, viii. 18, Rom. xiv. 15 ff. 

(19) Phil. ii. 8 érameivwoev éavrov...8:0 Kal 6 Oeds avrév Umepypacer. 
Comp. Matt. xxiii. 12 doris ramewaoet €avrov obnoerat (xviii. 4, Le. xiv. 11, 
xviii. 14), 

(20) Phil. 11.15 haiverOe ds hwoornpes ev xoopp. Comp. Matt. v. 14 vpeis 
€gTe TO Pas TOU KoopOV. 

(21) Phil. iv. 6 pndév pepysvare. Comp. Matt. vi. 25 py pepysvare v7 
Wuyn vpor (vv. 31, 34). 

(22) 1 Tim. i. 13 nrenOnv ore dyvody émoinoa. Comp. Le. xxiii. 34 ades 
avrois, ov yap oldacwy Ti movovow. | 

(23) 2 Tim. iv. 18 rnv Baowelav avrot rnv érovpduov, The phrase is 
unique in St Paul. Equally with St Matthew’s 7 Bao. raév ovpavay it 
would represent the Aramaic phrase. 


The following coincidences come under a different category : 

(1) 2 Cor. iii, 15 nvixa av dvaywoonnrat Movojs xdAvppa emi thy Kapdiay 
avrav Keira. Comp. Le. xxiv. 32 (Western reading, D and d) ovxi 4 xapdia 
HY Hpov Kexadruppeévy...as Sipvoryev nuiw ras ypadas; 

(2) Rom. v. 5 9 ayamrn rod Oeod éxxéyurat év rais xapdias jay dia Tov 
mvevpatos ayiov. Tit. iii. 6 wvevparos aytov, od é£éxeev ef)’ yas mAovCios. 

There is here a reference to the Pentecostal keyword from Joel ii. 28, 
ExXE@ amo TOU mvevparos pov (Acts ii. 17), é€éyeev rodro (Vv. 33), 7 Swped rod 
mvevpatos tov ayiou eéxkéyurac (Acts x. 45, the account of the ‘Gentile 
Pentecost’). Comp. Ep. Clem. 2, 46, Barn. i. 3, Test. xii. Patriar. Jud. 24. 

(3) Col. 1. 28 rod evayyediov...rod xnpuxOévros év macy xrices TH UmO 
tov oupavov. Comp. [Mc.] xvi. 15 mopevdévres eis rov xdopoyv amavra xnpvéare 
TO evayyéALov mdon TH Krices. With this coincidence, compare the following: 
Hebr. ii. 3f. Aris (carnpia), apynv AaBovoa AareicOar Bia tov Kupiov, vie 
TOY axovaayrwy eis nuas €BeBatdOn, ouvertmaprupovvros rov Oeot onpeiots re 
kat répacw Kat rouxidas Suvapeow, and [Mc.] xvi. 19f. 6 pév odv xvpios PInaois] 
peta to NaAnoa avrois aveAnpOn...exeivor d€ e£eAOovres eExnpvgav travrayoi, 
TOU Kupiov auvepyouvros Kat Tov Adyov BeBatovyros dia rev éraxodNovbovvrov 


Onpelwv. 


To these coincidences there must be added those which a study of 
the other Books of the New Testament reveals (see Resch Agrapha pp. 
248, 252f.). A rigorous and minute examination of all the coincidences thus 
brought together, in connexion with the Syriac Versions and especially with 
what is known of Palestinian Aramaic, would be the next necessary step. 
Apart from such an investigation no conclusions can be safely drawn. But a 
study of the evidence thus collected and sifted would, I cannot but believe, 
bring the Synoptic question sensibly nearer to a solution than it is at 
present. ) 
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TrATep (St Luxe). 


THERE are some independent grounds for thinking that the 
longer and tle shorter forms of this clause were both current ir 
the Apostolic age. 


(1) In regard to the longer form. The frequent occurrenc 
in the Synoptists of the phrases 6 matnp vay 6 ovpavios (Matt 
v. 48, vi. 14, 26, 32, comp. xxiii. 9), 6 matyp wou 6 ovpavios (Matt 
xv. 13, xviii. 35), 0 watnp [0] é& ovpavod (Le. xi. 13), 6 warnp por 
o év Tots ovpavois (Matt. vii. 21, x. 32, 33, xii. 50 (€v ovpavois) 
xvi. 17, xviii. 10 (€v ovpavois), 19 (év ovpavois), 0 maTnp ved « 
év Tots ovpavois (Matt. v. 16, 45, vi. 1, vii. 11, Mc. x1. 25) seems tc 
shew that such a form of words was specially endeared to the 
Disciples, while the fact that the type 6 év (rots) ovpavots is com. 
moner than the type o ovpavios is an indication that in St Matthew 
we have the original Greek form of the first clause of the Prayer’. 

Among the passages referred to above, the following, viz. Matt 
vi. 14, xviii. 35, Mc. xi. 25 (dgiere ef Tu Eyere Kata Tivos, iva na 
6 TaTnp veo oO ev Tols ovpavois ada vuiy Ta TapaTTTo@pate 
vuav), are of special importance, for they refer to the petition foi 
forgiveness as well as to the appeal to the Heavenly Father. The 


1 The two phrases 6 ovpdmos and 6 ev rots obpayots equally represent the Hebrev 
DOW and the Syriac LSoe 5. The remarks in the text above must to som: 
extent be discounted in view of the fact that both 13°38 alone and DDWAY 33°3N ar 
found in ‘the Jews’ Prayer Books’ (Dr Taylor Sayings of the Jewish Father. 
p. 138). 
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last quoted is the only passage in St. Mark in which this name of 
God, the Father in Heaven, the Heavenly Father, is found; and 
consequently its witness is strongly in favour of the form o év rots 
ovpavois being the current Greek form of the first clause of the 
Lord’s Prayer. 

The Didaché (viii.) is, so far as I know, the only authority 
which preserves a different wording of this form. In place of 6 ép 
Tots ovpavois it has 6 év T@ ovpav@. The variation is slight. In 
view of other passages in the Synoptic Gospels’, it is probable that 
we have here a trace of divergent translations of an Aramaic 
original, The fact that év ovpav@ occurs later on in the Prayer 
would seem to make év r@ ovpav@ the more obvious expression in 
the first clause, and thus to shew that év rots ovpavois, as being 
less obvious, has a better claim to be the original Hellenistic 
translation. But whatever may be the explanation of the varia- 
tion, its existence indicates that when the Didaché was drawn up 
the Greek form of the Prayer was not absolutely and finally fixed. 


(2) In regard to the shorter form’, Three passages must be 
here considered. 

kat édeyev "ABBa 6 tatnp...ddX ov Ti eyo Oéd\w adda Ti 
ov. St Mark xiv. 36. 

éEaméotetnev 6 Beds TO TrvEedpa TOU vio avTOD eis Tas Kapdias 
nuav, epatov "ABBa o watnp. Gal. iv. 6. 

éhaBere rvevdpa viobecias, ev & xpatowev ABBa omrarnp. Rom. 
vill. 15. . 

In each of these passages I believe there is a reference to the 
first clause of the Lord’s Prayer. 


1 Comp. (1) Matt. iii. 16 f., Mc. i. 10 f. (plur.) || Le. iii. 21 f. (sing.), (2) Matt. 
v. 12 (plur.) || Le. vi. 23 (sing.), (3) Matt. vii. 11 (plur.) || Le. xi. 13 (sing.), 
(4) Matt. xix. 21, Le. xviii. 22 (plur.) || Mc. x. 21 (sing.). Sometimes there is 
agreement, e.g. (1) Matt. xiv. 9, Mc. vi. 41, Le. ix. 16 (sing.); (2) Matt. xxvi. 64, 
Mc. xiv. 62 (plur.). In the uxx. the plur. is common in the Psalms, rare else- 
where. I do not think that it occurs in the O. T. as equivalent to the late Hebrew 
NOU’. 

2 In Le. xi. 2 the Old Latin MSS., a, ff, i, have Pater sancte qui...; mm (a 
vulgate text) has Pater sancte sanctificetur... Compare John xvii. 11. Such a 
reading must be traced to a liturgical expansion such as we have in the Didaché (x), 
where we read wdrep dye. Compare the Christmas preface to the Lord’s Prayer 
in the Gallican Liturgy (Hammond p. 343, see also pp. lxxxii, 290), and the Syrian 
Baptismal prayer below p. 37. 
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As tu the first of them two points call for notice. (a) St 
Mark, ‘the interpreter’ of St Peter, records elsewhere Aramaic 
expressions used by Christ—rarewOa xoup, & éoriw peOepunvevo- 
pevov To Kopactov, coi Néeyu, eyetpe (v. 41); xopBav, 8 dors Adpov 
(vil. 11); Aéyee avT@ "Edgaba, 6 dori AravoixOnr (vii. 34). In 
these cases St Mark connects the Aramaic word and the Greek 
equivalent by the phrases, which 18s, which is being interpreted. 
The absence of such a phrase in xiv. 36 may indeed be accounted 
for by its incongruity with the solemnity of the context; but it 
may be better explained by the familiarity of the words "ABBa 6 
matnp. (b) The Evangelists seem to wish their readers to find in 
our Lord’s words in the Garden of Gethsemane coincidences with 
the language of the Lord’s Prayer [see pp. 61 f,, 108 ff.; note 
especially yevnOnrw To OéAnua cov (Matt. xxvi. 42)]. Does not 
St Mark’s use of the words "A88d o watnp harmonise with this 
undercurrent of thought ? 

The two Pauline passages confirm this suggestion. In neither 
of them does the Apostle seem to have the solemn scene in Geth- 
semane in his thoughts. In both the context breathes a spirit of 
exaltation. Hence this combination occurring independently in 
St Mark and in St Paul must be derived from a common source. 
Now, if the Lord’s Prayer were current in the shorter form, what 
more likely than that the initial word of the Prayer as used by the 
Hebrew Christians should be coupled with the initial word of a 
Hellenistic rendering—initial words which, like Pater noster, might 
be used as a name for the Prayer itself? Further, if we substitute 
in St Paul the two words which recall to us the Lord’s Prayer— 
‘God sent forth the Spirit of His Son into our hearts, crying, Our 
Father, ‘Ye received the Spirit of adoption, whereby we cry, 
Our Father, the words of the Apostle at once gain, I venture to 
think, new point and vigour. They are no longer abstract but 
concrete. In discussing the next clause I shall give another 
reason for thinking that the Lord’s Prayer was at this point in St 
Paul’s mind. 

It only remains to point out that in this case the word Abba 
implies the shorter form as given by St Luke, and cannot be the 
initial word of the longer form; for in a Semitic language the 
possessive pronoun Our, if inserted, becomes part of the noun. 


II. 


“APIACOHT(@) TO ONOMA COY, 
EAVATW H BaciAela coy. 


It will be convenient to consider these two clauses together. 
In both of them there occurs a remarkable, though but slightly 
attested, variation of reading. As these variations of reading are 
cognate, and as the evidence in regard to the latter of the two 
clauses is clearer, the consideration of this latter will prepare the 
way for a discussion of the former clause. 


In a cursive MS. of the Gospels, of which Mr. Hoskier has 
published (1890) a full account, the text of which is very remark- 
able, the opening clauses of the Lord’s Prayer in St Luke's Gospel 
run thus: warep: ayiacOntw TO dvopa cou: ‘EXOéTw TO Tvedpa 
cou TO dytov eh nas xal KaBapicatw juas: yevnOnto «7... Mr. 
Hoskier calls this MS. ‘Cod. Ev. 604’ (= 700 Gregory)'. 

Of the petition for the coming of the kingdom Gregory of 
Nyssa de Oratione Dominica (ed. Krabinger p. 60) writes thus: 
n Taya Kabos nuiv vie tod AovKd TO av’To vonua aadéotepov 
Epunvevetat, 6 thv Bacirelav éXOeiv akiav thv Tov ayiouv mvev- 
patos cuppaytay émiBoadtat. oTw yap év éxeivm TO evaryyerio 
gdnoiv, ayti tov "EXOétrw n Bacireia cov, ENOéTo, dyai, To dytov 
mvedpa cou ep nuas Kal xaBapicdtw nuas. <A few lines lower 
down he adds, 6 yap Aovkds pév mvedpa ayiov réyet, MarOaios 


1 Mr. Hoskier gives a photograph of the page of the MS. containing Le. xi. 1 f. 
This important piece of evidence would have escaped my notice but for Dr Hort’s 
kindness. 
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dé Bacireiav wvopacey «.7.r. Krabinger’s note (p. 141) should 
be consulted. He mentions a variant, To 1vedud cov To &ytov, in 
the former passage, as having some support. 

Maximus, a champion of the orthodox party against the Mono- 
thelites in the first half of the seventh century, comments thus on 
the clause (Migne P. G. 90 p. 884 f.): 8 yap évrad0a MarOaids 
gyno. Bacirelav, adrXayod TaV evayyedoTav Erepos Teta KEKAI- 
Kev aylov, dacxwv "EXOérw cov To mvedpa TO aytov Kal KaOape- 
catw nuas: and lower down, 'EAXGétw 7 Bacireia cov, Tovréc te 
TO Tvedpa TO dytov, dn TH THS WpaoTnTos AGyw Te Kal TpoTT@E 
vaotroineiot Te Oe@ Sia Tob mrvevpatos. él Tiva yap dnote KaTa- 
Tavow, GNX 7H emi Tov mpaov x.t.r. It thus appears likely that 
Maximus knew of the words é¢’ 7udas, but perhaps by accident did 
not give them a place in the petition itself. 

This evidence, so far as it goes, is clear to the effect that 
a prayer for the Holy Spirit took the place of the petition for the 
coming of the kingdom. 

A passage, however, from Tertullian (adv. Mare. iv. 26), which 
must next be considered, implies that that writer found at any 
rate in the text used by Marcion (for otherwise his argument is 
pointless), probably in the text common to himself and Marcion, 
a petition for the Holy Spirit in the Lord’s Prayer. ‘Cui dicam, 
Pater? ei qui me omnino non fecit, a quo originem non traho, 
an ei qui me faciundo et instruendo generavit? A quo spiritum 
sanctum postulem? A quo mundialis spiritus praestatur, an a quo 
fiunt etiam angeli spiritus, cujus et in primordio spiritus super 
aquas ferebatur? Hjus regnum optabo venire quem nunquam 
regem gloriae audivi, an in cujus manu etiam corda sunt regum ? 
Quis dabit mihi panem quotidianum?’ Thus Tertullian, or pos- 
sibly Marcion, is at one with Cod. 604, with Gregory and Maximus 
in witnessing to a petition for the Holy Spirit in the Prayer 
as given by St Luke; but it is substituted for the petition . 
‘Hallowed be Thy name’, and the prayer for the coming of the 
kingdom is retained. Moreover Tertullian gives no evidence as 


1 Rinsch (Das Neue Test. Tert. p. 640) thinks that the words sanctificetur 
nomen tuum may have had a place in the copy from which Tert. quotes, but that 
he does not notice them because they give him no handle against his opponent, 
But Tert. was too good a debater not to find a controversial use for whatever lay 
before him. 
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tu the precise wording of the clause. But another passage in his 
works (de Oratione 4) suggests perplexing questions as to his 
collocation of the earlier clauses in the Prayer. He quite expressly 
arranges the clauses thus, ‘Sanctificetur nomen tuum, Fiat 
voluntas tua in coelis et in terra, Veniat regnum tuum’ I do 
not know that there is any other authority for this arrangement 
of the petitions, and it is hard not to feel that, though Tertullian 
is here quoting the fuller form of St Matthew’s -Gospel, this order 
is connected with the reading which he records in the treatise 
against Marcion. At first sight this evidence appears to point 
to little more than a general unsettlement of the earlier petitions. 
But further examination reveals, I think, an explanation which is at 
least possible’. Tertullian lays some stress on the interpretation 
(or, to anticipate, a possible relic of an addition to the text) ‘ut 
sanctificetur in nobis.’ With the clause so interpreted he connects 
the petition which in his text follows, and on which he gives a similar 
gloss, ‘ut in nobis fiat voluntas Dei in terris.’ These two clauses 
then Sanctificetur...and Fiat voluntas...as explained by Tertullian 
on the one hand, and on the other the prayer for the Holy Spirit, 
would come to be regarded as very closely allied. Hence the two 
former petitions would replace the petition for the Holy Spirit. If 
this interpretation of the evidence of the de Oratwone is right, it 
appears to favour the view that the clause about the Holy Spirit 
had a place in the MSS. used both by Tertullian and by Marcion, 


1 He expressly says (a) Sanctificetur...Secundum hanc formam subjungimus: 
Fiat...4. (b) Veniat quoque regnum tuum ad id pertinet, quo et Fiat voluntas 
tua, in nobis scilicet...5. (c) Post coelestia, id est, post dei nomen, dei volunta- 
tem et dei regnum...6. (d) Dei honor in Patre, fidei testimonium in nomine, 
oblatio obsequii in voluntate, commemoratio spei in regno...9. 

The Lord’s Prayer as a whole, when the detached clauses are brought to- 
gether, stands thus in the de Oratione: ‘ Pater qui in coelis es, Sanctificetur nomen 
tuum, Fiat voluntas tua in coelis et in terra, Veniat regnum tuum, Panem nostrum 
quotidianum da nobis hodie, Dimitte nobis debita. nostra...Ne nos inducas in 
temptationem. Sed devehe nos a malo.’ The omitted clause is implied in the 
comment, ‘remittere nos quoque profitemur debitoribus nostris.’ See below p. 58, 

2 The explanation given by Nitzsch, Studien und Kritiken, 1830, 4 Heft, p, 
846 ff. (quoted by Réusch Das Neue Test. Tert. p. 599), is different. He supposes 
that the collocation of clauses, to which Tertullian witnesses, arose for the purpose 
of improving in the way partly of purifying, partly of amplifying, a text of St Luke 
which Nitzsch represents thus: ‘Geheiligt werde dein Name. Zu uns komme 
dein heil. Geist und reinige uns. Zu uns komme dein Reich.’ 
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while it coincides with the evidence of the adversus Marcionem as 
to the position of the clause. 

To sum up; we get evidence in favour of the insertion in the 
Lord’s Prayer of a petition for the Holy Spirit from at least four 
quarters, from a cursive MS. of the Gospels, from Gregory a Bishop 
in Cappadocia (from whom perhaps Maximus borrowed his infor- 
mation), from Tertullian of Carthage, from Marcion who seems to 
have travelled much, and the sources of whose information it is 
impossible to trace. But the witnesses do not agree as to the 
position of the petition, substituting it either for ‘Thy kingdom 
come’ or for ‘ Hallowed be Thy name.’ 

To pass from the form to the occasion of this prayer, we shall 
be able, I think, to trace it back, through the forms of invocation 
connected with the Consecration of the Eucharist, the Anointing, 
and the Imposition of hands, to the passages of the Acts which 
speak of the Laying on of the Apostles’ hands. Indeed the archaic 
simplicity of this added clause is best seen when it is compared with 
the passages in the Acts, and when on the other hand it is con- 
trasted with the formulas in use at a later time, which are, as I 
believe, developments of it. 

That such a prayer was in use in connexion with the Laying on 
of hands is, I think, clear from the following passages, to which 
others of similar import might be added’: Ordo Romanus (Hit- 
torp de Divinis Cath. Ecclesiae Offictis, 1568, p. 76) Pontifex 
veniens ad infantes elevata et imposita manu super capita omnium, 
dat orationem super eos cum invocatione septiformis gratiae Spiri- 
tus Sancti. Then follows a prayer on which the prayer before the 
imposition of hands in the English ‘Order of Confirmation’ is 
based. Augustine de Trinitate xv. 26 (Migne P. L. 42 p. 1093) 
Orabant [Apostoli] ut veniret in eos quibus manus imponebant, 
non ipsi eum dabant. Quem morem in suis praepositis etiam nunc 
servat ecclesia. Pseudo-Ambrose de Sucram. 11.2 (Migne P. L. 
16 p. 434) Post fontem superest ut perfectio fiat quando ad invo- 
cationem sacerdotis Spiritus Sanctus infunditur. Constet. A post. 
vii. 44 dav yap py eis Exacrov ToUTwY eTiKkNnols yévnTae VITO TOU 
evacBots lepéws To.avTyn Tus, els Bdwp povoy xataBaive...pera 

1 Dr Mason The Relation of Confirmation to Baptism as taught by the Western 


Fathers gives the fullest collection of passages; see especially the Appendix on 
Ancient Western Baptismal Prayers. 
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ToUTO éaTHs TpocevyecOw Thy evyny, Hy edidakev nuas 6 KUptos. 
Dionysius Alex. (apud Eus, H. F. vii. 2) warasod yé toe eexparn- 
Kotos &Bous eri rav TowovTwY movn ypnoOar TH Sia yeipav émOE- 
cews evyn. Cyprian Ep. ad Jubaianum Quod nunc quoque apud 
nos geritur, ut qui in ecclesia baptizantur, praepositis ecclesiae 
offerantur, et per nostram oratlonem ac manus impositionem Spiri- 
tum Sanctum consequantur et signaculo dominico consummentur. 
Tert. de Bapt. 8 Dehinc manus imponitur per benedictionem ad- 
vocans et invitans Spiritum Sanctum. It will be noticed that most 
of these quotations are from Fathers of the Latin Church, where the 
Apostolic custom of the Laying on of hands maintained its place. 

It is remarkable that the Greek offices for Baptism and 
Anointing do not supply any close parallels’. Yet there are the 
prayers (1) for the sanctification of the water: avrdés odv diddv- 
Opwre Bactred trapéco Kai viv Sia THs eripoitnaews TOV ayiou 
COU TvEvpLATOS Kal aylacov TO Vdwp TodTO: (2) for the sanctification 
of the chrism: avtos evAdynoov Kal tovTO TO EXaLtov TH Suvaper 
Kal évepyeia Kal émipottnoet Tov ayiov gov mvevpatos (Assemani 
Codex Liturgicus i. pp. 136, 140). In the Latin services there are 
more obvious resemblances. Thus: Tu, Domine, inmitte in eos 
Spiritum Sanctum tuum Paracletum ; again, Emitte in eos Septi- 
formem Spiritum tuum; and again, Spiritus Sanctus superveniat 
in vos, et virtus Altissimi sine peccato custodiat vos (Assemani 
Cod. Int. 111. pp. 2, 3, 5). It is however in the Eucharistic offices 
that we trace most clearly the expansion of the Apostolic prayer. 
Thus, compare Lit. St James (Hammond p. 38, Swainson p. 260) 
dvtikatamepyov nuiv thy yap [add cai tHv dwpeav, Swainson] 
Tov Tavayiou gov mvevpatos. xat [vai, Swainson] o Oeds éri- 
Brepov ed’ nuas «.7.r. Int. of Constantinople (Hammond p. 90, 
Swainson p. 109) Baovred ovpavie, twapaxdnTe, TO Tvedpa TIS 
annGeias...... €NGE Kat oxnvwoor év npiv, Kal KaBapicov nas aro 
waons Knr{i6os, Kal ad@aov, ayabe, Tas yruyas nuov. The probable 
lateness of this Liturgy does not affect the importance of the 
coincidence with both parts of the petition in Cod. 604. 

Similar forms are frequent in the émixAnous, e.g. Lit. St James 
(Hammond p. 42 f., Swainson p. 276 f.) €Eamrooretrov ed judas rat 


1 On a passage from Acta Thomae see note A, p. 36; on some Syrian Baptismal 
Prayers see note B, p. 37. 
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emt Ta mpoxelueva ayia Sopa Tavta TO wWvedpa GOV TO TaVayLoY TO 
Kuptov Kat Cworrocov...... avTo TO Tvedwa cov TO TavayLov KaTG- 
meron, déatrora, ep nuds kat él Ta mpoxelweva aya Spa TadTa 
iva émiportnoay TH ayia Kal ayaby Kal évdd—m avtod wapovaia 
dyiacn «.7.X. Similar formulas will be found in Hammond pp. 28, 
48, 104, 111, 114, 178, 187. 

The occurrence of a similar form in the Mozarabic Liturgy 
(Hammond p. 311, Veni Sancte Spiritus, sanctificator, sanctifica 
hoc sacrificium de manibus meis tibi praeparatum), and of one very 
parallel in the Gallican Liturgy (Hammond p. 315), seems to prove 
the antiquity of this prayer for the Spirit in the Eucharistic office 
(cf. the 2nd Pfaffian frag. of Irenaeus, Harvey ii. p. 502). Cyril of 
Jerusalem (Migne P. G. 33 p. 1089), closely connecting the ézri- 
«Anos in the Eucharist with that in the rite of Anointing, shews 
how easily a prayer originally used in the rite of ‘Confirmation’ 
might pass into the Liturgy proper. 

The following passages must be compared : 

Ep. Clem. 46 7 ov-~i &va Oedv éyopev kal &va Xpiorov wat av 
Tvevpa THS yapitos TO exyvOev ef Huds; Kal pla KAHots év 
Xpiat@; See also c. 2. 

Barn. 1. Brérw ev vyiv éexxeyupévov amo tov mrovalou THs 
ayanns Kupiov mvetpa ef vuads. The words é¢’ vas after dp 
viv imply an allusion to a familiar phrase. They seem to slip in 
with the word arvevma. 

Matt. iii. 16 avedua Oeod...€pyopevov ém’ avtév (comp. Me. i. 
10, Le. iii. 22, Jn. 1. 83; Lec. 1. 35, iv. 18). 

Acts viii. 15 mpoonvEavro mepi avtav bras AaBwow mvedpa 
drytov’ ovdérw yap nv én’ ovdevt avrav érimeTTTwKOS......TOTE erre- 
TiOecav tas yeipas ér’ avtovs Kai éhapBavov rveipa dytov. 

Acts x. 44 érémecev TO mvedua TO aytov érl ravtas tovds 
aKovovras Tov Aoryov. 

Acts xv. 8f. eds euaprupyoen avtois Sods 16 mrvedua TO Bycov 
xabads Kal npiv...... TH tTiote. xaGapicas tas xapdias avray, 
Here the coincidence with both parts of the formula given by 
Gregory will be noticed. 

Acts xix. 6 «al ériOévros avrois tod TlavaAou yeipas frAOev +d 
veda TO aytov em’ avToUs. 

1 Thess. iv. 8 éeadXecev nuas 6 Oeds...... év aytacpe..... . TOY 
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Oedv Tov Si8dvTa Té Tvedpa avTOD TO Gytov eis Yas (comp. Ezek. 
XXXVIL 14 Seem mrvedua pou els Uuds Kal CnoeOe). 

Gal. iv. 6 éEaréore:Nev 6 Oeds TO Tveiua TO viod avTod Ets Tas 
Kapdias npav, kpatov "ABBa o twarnp. 

Rom. viii. 15 étaBere rrvedpua viobecias, év & xpafopev 'ABBa 
O TaTnp. 

The probable connexion of the last two passages with the 
Lord’s Prayer has been already pointed out, see above p. 23 f. 

Titus iii. 5 wvevpatos aylou od ébéyeev éf’ nuas mrovaiws. 

1 Peter iv. 14 16 rod Oeod mvedpa ed’ vps avatraverat. 
Compare Is. xi. 2 dvaravetat é’ avrov mvedpa tod Geod. The 
change in order by which in the Epistle the words mvedua é¢’ 
vedas are brought together should be taken into account: comp. 
Barn. 1, quoted above p. 30. | 

Compare also 1 Cor. iii. 16, 2 Cor. i. 22, Rom. viii. 9 ff., Eph. 1. 
13, 2 Tim. 1. 14. 


We pass to the other clause, Hallowed be Thy name. In 
St Luke xi. 2 Codex Bezae reads dy:acOntw dvopd cov ép' nuas. 
The corresponding Latin Version has, ‘super nos. There is no 
other evidence that I know of to be derived from any MSS. 

The petition thus read is a conflation of two types of phrases 
found in the Prophets. On the one hand we compare Is. xxix. 23 
5c) ewe aytacovet TO ovopa pov, Ezek. xxxvi. 23 dytaow To dvoya 
pou To wéya: on the other Is. iv. 1 (cf. Jer. xiv. 9) ro dvoua ro 
cov KexrAnoOw éd nds (av Sy...8 IP), Ixil. 16, 19 ov yap el 
TATHP NUOV...cv KUPLE TATNHP Huav PlcaL Huas, am apyns TO 
Svowa cou ef nuds earl... éyevoueOa ws TO at apyns, OTE ovK 
npEas nov ovdé éxAnOn to Svoua cov éd nuas. In the latter 
passage the coincidence with three leading thoughts of the Lord’s 
Prayer—Our Father, Thy name, deliver us—is remarkable. The 
language of the Old Testament passed into the Synagogue 
Prayers and into the Christian Liturgies. Thus in the Morning 
Service of a modern Jewish Prayer Book, we find the words, 


saxoy saps Stat ye sD way) wan aby sae 


and the following remarkable coincidence with the Lord’s Prayer, 
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: DTD yen wpb 


In the last passage the occurrence of the two prepositions 9 and 


Y in parallel clauses should be noticed for a reason which will 
appear later on’. Similar phrases are found in the Christian 
Liturgies. Compare the ‘Clementine’ Liturgy (Hammond p. 22) 
TO Ovowa Tov yptoToU cov émiKéxAnTtas ep nuds. A similar phrase 
has a marked connexion with other clauses of the Lord’s Prayer in 
the Embolismus of the Liturgy of St James (Hammond p. 48, 
Swainson p. 307), dea ro dvoua cov To aytov, TO emixANOev errt rHv 
nuETEépay TaTreivwcey. 

Some passages in early Christian literature bear on this form 
of the petition. 

There is such a passage in Agathangelus’ history of the Con- 
version of Armenia?» Agathangelus, the secretary of Tiridates 
king of Armenia, relates at length the story how his master 
was at first the persecutor and then the patron of Gregory 
the apostle of Armenia in the first quarter of the fourth century. 
Incidentally the book records the history of a body of religious 
women who fled from Rome to rescue one of their number 
Rhipsima from the foul designs of Diocletian. They fly to 
Armenia and there build a nunnery. The fame however of 
the beauty of Rhipsima reaches Tiridates and he sends for her 
to the palace. In the prayer which Agathangelus puts into 
her mouth at this point of the history (c. 73 ed. Lagarde) there 
occur the following words: 6 d:dakas nal ratdevcas nat Sods 
ToS OYoUS Gov Ev TO TTOpaTL Nudv, iva év TovTOLs SUrnOadper 
owOnvat amo THs wayldos Tod éyOpod, Kai eitrov Ste TS Svond 
pov émixéxdyntat éb vpas, Kab vueis éeoté vads THs Oedryntds 
pou, Kai wad bre To dvopa pou aytaceras [sic] év tats KapSlass 


1 These extracts are taken from the Authorised Daily Prayer Book...Published 
under the sanction of Chief Rabbi Dr Nathan Marcus Adler, 1890, pp. 60, 9; comp. 
pp. 37, 45, 59, 61, 75. I cannot think that these clauses are modern. But I 
have not traced the words in the different groups of the Jewish Prayer Books. The 
intricacy of the subject may be seen from Dr Schiller-Szinessy’s article Mahzor in 
the Encyclopaedia Britannica, 

2 See detached note C on p. 38, 
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vay Kal &Swxas AOyov év TO oTdpaTe Nuav aitnoacBar Kal 
reyerv ‘AytacOnrw TO dvopa cov, viv TodTO aitovpeOa Tapa aod. 
iSov acuvnyOn mrANnOos KaKav, wLdvat TO TravayLov Gvoua cou ed 
nas Kal Toy vaov Tod dvopaTds gov. et yap Kal nmets acbevets 
Kal TaTewal vrapyopev, TAY autos PvAaEov Tas yuyas nudv 
amo THs axabdprou atipias, piravOpwre caTep, 6 cacas éredOety 
nuty TOY Teipacpoy TovTOV’ Sos Hnuiv viknv TH of Suvapet. 
yap éotiv 4 vinn Kal viKnoeL TO OOV Gvopa. 

There are, it will be seen, in this story two grounds for 
suspicion. First, though Diocletian was in Rome more than once 
in the early years of the fourth century, yet the representation 
of him suggested by Agathangelus has every appearance of being 
apocryphal. Secondly, a nunnery in Rome, well established by 
the beginning of the fourth century, is a plain anachronism. 
But the importance of the passage for our purpose is independent 
of the question of date. In martyrologies the prayers of the 
saints are always worth careful inspection from the point of view 
of criticism, for there is always the probability that they may 
contain relics of ancient formulas. In this case it is clear that 
the prayer is based on liturgical forms’. It is to the setting 
of the petition of the Lord’s Prayer that I would call attention. 

In the Didaché we have a very early witness carrying back the 
evidence to the confines of the Apostolic age. The form of 
thanksgiving which is to be said after the reception of the 
Eucharist (x. 1f.) 1s the resultant of two converging forces, the 
Prayers of the Synagogue and the Lord’s Prayer. The petitions 
for daily bread and for deliverance from evil (or the evil one) 
are paraphrased in the later part. The form begins thus, evya- 
plorovmey gol, Tatep ayte*, UTrép Tov dyiov ovopaTos cou, ov 
KaTecKnvwcas év Tails KapSiats nudv, Kai Umép THS yvooews Kal 


1 The liturgical character of the prayer becomes clear when we compare 
e.g. (1) the Embolismus of the Liturgy of St James (Hammond p. 48), 6 eldws 
Thy aobéveay juwy...picat Nuds dwd ToD wovnpod...xdons éxnpelas xal peOodelas avrod 
dia 7d Gvopd gov 7d dyov, ro émcxAnOev ext rHyv querépay ramelvwow, (2) the prayer 
for the Emperor in the Lit. of St Mark (Hammond p. 172), 50s air, 6 Oeds, 
vixas, elpnvixd gpovety mpds nuds, al mpos 7d dvoud cov rd ayiov. The word ¢idds- 
Opwre is very common in the Liturgies. 


? The reading Pater sancte in some old Latin MSS. should be compared: 
see p. 23, 


C. 3 
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mwictews Kat aBavacias, fs éyvwploas juty Sia Inoobd rod rados 
gov’ aol 9 Soka eis Tovs alavas. 

The latter part of this thanksgiving is substantially a repetition 
of a formula used in an earlier passage (ix. 3), and should 
be compared with the second and fourth of the Jewish ‘ Eighteen 
Benedictions. We may disregard it, for at most it vaguely corre- 
sponds with the clauses about the Divine Kingdom and Will. 
But the earlier portion clearly refers to a petition immediately 
succeeding the opening words of the Prayer. At first sight the 
word ovozaros is a stumbling block. Our first impression 
is that it must have taken the place of an original mvevparos. 
To this latter word, side by side with xatecxnvwaoas év tais 
xapdias nudv, many parallels at once suggest themselves, e.g. 
Hermas Mand. iii. 1, v. 1, 2, x. 2, Sim. v. 6. 5, passages which 
in their turn are based on James iv. 5. But against this 
correction either of the text of the Didaché or of the Didachist’s 
report of his original there are at least three objections. (a2) The 
correction is too obvious. Neither the Didachist himself nor 
the copyists would be under any temptation to change an easy 
word into a hard one. (6b) The actual phrase is found in the 
LXX., év UnrAw, od KaTecKnvwoa (‘FAI 3e) TO Gvopa pou éxet 
éumrpooGer (Jer. vil. 12), rov romov dv éFerekapny KatacKknvecas 
(120) 76 Svoud pou éxet (Neh. i. 9). In Deut, xii. 11, xiv. 28, 
xvi. 6, 11, xvi. 2 the translators represent bY jpy re by 


éruxrAnOnvat to Gvopa avtod éxez In all these places the 
reference is to the Sanctuary (see Dr Taylor The Teaching of 
the Twelve Apostles p. 73f.). Compare also Ezek. xliii. 7 éy ols 
KaTaoKknvdcn TO dvoua pov év péow oixov “lapanrX Tov aidva 
(De-j>eN “ws), Ps. lxxiv. 8 éBeBnAwoav TO oKnvopa rob 
Ovopatos cou (e200). (c) The phrase as it stands in the 
Didaché has remarkable points of contact with the passage in 
Agathangelus—ro dvoua pou émixéxrAnrat éf' buds Kal vets eared 
vaos 775 OeornTos pov......uidvar To tmavdytov bvopa cov éd’ 
nas Kal Tov vaov Tov dvopaTtos cov. Compare Barn. 16 ofcodoe- 
pnOnoerat S€ eri TO ovopate Kupiov. Tpocéyerte, va 6 vads Tod 
xuptov évdoEws oixodounOy. mwas; wabete. NaBovres THY ddeoey 
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Tov awaptiav Kal édXricavtes él Td dvopa eyevouela Kaxvol, 
wadw é& dpyns xtiCopevot. Sid ev TO Katorxnrnple nudv andes 
6 Beds xarouxel év vuiv. In the last passage the reference is 
clearly to Baptism (comp. Hermas V%s, 111. 3. 5)!. 

Of the éf juas of Cod. D a faint trace*, I think, survives in 
the gloss ‘in nobis,’ év iv (compare 3, by, p. 82). Thus, 

Tertullian de Oratione ui. Cum dicimus: Sanctificetur nomen 
tuum, id petimus, ut sanctificetur in nobis, qui in illo sumus, 
simul et in ceteris, quos adhuc gratia dei expectat, ut et huic 
praecepto pareamus, orando pro omuibus, etiam pro inimicis 
nostris. Ideoque suspensa enuntiatione non dicentes, Sanctificetur 
in nobis, in omnibus dicimus. 

Cyprian de Orat. Dominica. Sanctificetur nomen tuum. Non 
quod optemus Deo ut sanctificetur orationibus nostris, sed quod 
petamus ab eo ut nomen ejus sanctificetur a nobis. 

Cyril Catech. Mystag. v. evyopeOa ev nuiv ayracOjvat 76 dvoma 
Tov Oeov' ovy bre éx Tod my elvat Gytov éml TO elvat EpxeTat’ 
GNX’ OTe ev nuiv aytov yivetat, aytalopévots Kal akia Tod aytacpov 
TOLOuUc LD. | 

Such is the evidence as to this clause, so far as I have been 
able to collect it. Dr Hort (Notes on Select Readings p. 60) 
appears to accept Dr Sanday’s suggestion that the ép’ nas 
of Cod. D in the petition about the Divine Name ‘may be a trace 
of é\Oérw TO Gytov mvevtpa cov ef nuds «tr. The fresh 
evidence however here discussed tends, I think, to shew that the 
two clauses are separate, though very cognate, developments of 
petitions in the Lord’s Prayer. 

The analogy of the petition for the Holy Spirit discussed 
above and a study of the passages in the New Testament which 
speak of the Divine Name in reference to Baptism suggest that 
this ég’ nas is connected with an adaptation of the Lord’s Prayer 
for use at Baptism. The following passages should be compared: 

Acts xxil. 16 Bamricat Kai dmdéXovaat tas apaptias cou émt- 
KaNETapmeVvos TO Gvoma avTod. 


1 The language in several passages in Hermas should be compared, e.g. els rhy 


Baotrelay Tod Ooi ovdels eloededoerat, ef wh AdBor TO Svopa Too viod adrod (Sim. ix. 
12, 4, 8). 

2 It is curious that the English version of the Lord’s Prayer in the Bishops’ 
Book (1537) has Thy kingdom come unto us. 
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Jas. il. 7 ovx avtot Braodnpotow +o Kadov dvoya TO ém- 
Krnbev ef’ nuas; Compare the imagery of the Apocalypse (iii. 
12 f., xxi. 4), also Ep. Clem. 64. 

2 Thess. 1.12 d7rws évdo-acO7 To dvoma Tod Kupiou nuaov "Inaod 
éy vuiv Kai vpeis ev avt@. The addition of ev vyiy is striking 
when this passage is compared with Is. Ixvi. 5 tva ré6 Gvoua xupiov 
do-ac Oy. 

The idea of the Baptismal formula (eis ro dvopa...) lies at the 
root of these expressions. The Divine Name is invoked upon the 
man who is baptized, and he is brought into union with the Name. 
So he becomes a ‘sanctuary’ in which the Divine Name dwells, a 
aKevdos exAoyNs...To0 Bactaca: To Svopa (Acts ix. 15)}. 


A. NOTE on Acta Thomae, c. 27 (Ed. Bonnet; see above p. 29). 


I have to thank the Editor of this series for pointing out to me the 
following passage in the Acta Thomae c. 27: AaBdyv 8 6 diwdécroXos ~Xatov 
kal xatayéas émi ths Keadjs avtady Kat adeiyas nai xpicas avrovs p£aro 
Aéyew “ENOE rd Gyov dvoua tov xpiorod ro Umép wav Gvoua' €AOE 7 Suvaus 
Tov vWiorou kat 7 evomAayxvia 4 Tedeia’ €AOE TO xapiopa TO UYeoroy* EdGE 
h pyTHp 7 evaoTrAayxvos...€AG€E Td Aytov mvevpa Kal KaOdpwov Trois vedpods avray 
kai thy kapdiar, Kat émadpayicov avrovs eis dvopa marpos Kai viow Kal dyiov 
mvevparos. We have here a Gnostic formula based on the Prayers of the 
Church (see below n. 1). The following points are to be noticed : (a) the 
prayer €A6€ ro dytov mvetpa «x.r.A. is here clearly seen to be connected 
with the Chrism; (b) the prayer €Aéé ro aGyov dvopa x7.A. confirms the 
suggestion that the ep’ nyas of Cod. D is an addition to the Lord’s Prayer 
closely parallel to the prayer for the Holy Spirit; (c) the prayer ér6¢ 5 
Svvayis rov vwiorov (Le. 1. 35) illustrates the Latin form quoted above 
on p. 29. 

The following passages of these Acts, clearly derived from formulas of the 
Church, are worth notice as illustrating the petitions under discussion : 
(a) Baptismal prayers: €Oérw cov 7 eipnvy Kal oxnvacato €v avrois, Sres 
xabapicbaow ard rov mpotépwy avrayv mpakewy (p. 35; comp. émBeis avrois 
Ty xéipa elev "Eora ef’ vpas 7 elpyyn tov xupiov, p. 48), AGE kal oxrvwoor ¢y 
trois Udaot ToUTOLs, iva TO yaptopa Tov aylov mvevpatos Tedeiws ev AUTOS TeheceOA 
(p. 37), tva...nat dé£opat xdyo odpayida Kat yévwpat vads ayios (p. 56), €AOére 
y Svvapis cov’ iBpuvOyra emi ryv Sovdnv cov Muydoviay 9 €AevOepia avry 


1 Compare the prominence of ‘the Name’ in the strange Gnostic Baptisma] rite, 
in many points clearly a parody of the Church’s service, which Irenaeus (i. 14, 2) 
describes, and especially the words, elpnvyn racw, é¢ ods 7d dvoua TolTO éwavawaterat. 
Compare note A on this page. 
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(p. 68), ayiacoy avrous év tr oO@ Gvopatt...moinooy avrovs vaovs Tov ayiou 
gov mvevparos (p. 81), eAderw, "Incod, 7 vixnrixy avrov dvvaputs, évi8pvwv rovro 
TO €Aatov...eAber@ 89 Kat 7 Swpea &¢ As rots €xOpois avrov éudvonoas eis ra 
origw vmroxwpnoa éroinoas...cai émdnpioa toe €Aaig Karakiwcov roirm eis 
6 Kal TO Gov dytov émipnpiterac dvopa (p. 82). The use of vacs in this 
connexion (comp. pp. 56, 89 av ef o pnvicas pe cov dvopa...va 6 vads cov 
G&tos é€v podvepe pi evpeby) is to be compared with the words of Aga- 
thangelus quoted above, p. 32. (6) A Eucharistic prayer: ‘Incod Xpuoré... 
iSov kaTaroApapev THs evxapiotias Kul emiuxAnoews Tov dylov gov dvdparos... 
€Ab€ ra omdayxva ta réAera...€Ae 9 Ta amdxpuda éxdaivovoa kai ra amoppnra 
gavepa xabiordca, 7 iepa meprorepa 4 Tovs Scdvpous veoocovs yervaca, éAGe 
1 amoxpudos pyrnp...€d€ kal kowadynooy jpiv év ravtn TH evxapiotia NY moLodpev 
émt r@ ovopati gov «t.A. The Gnostic character of this passage is clear, 
as is also the fact that it is a parody of the Church’s Eucharistic ézi- 
KAnots. 


B. NOTE ON SOME SYRIAN BAPTISMAL PRAYERS (see p. 29). 


I append some prayers from the Latin translation of a Syriac Book of 
Baptismal Offices: ‘D. Severi Alexandrini quondam Patriarchae de ritibus 
baptismi...liber...Guidone Fabricio Boderiano Exscriptore et Interprete, 
Antverpiae...1572’ (see Resch Agrapha pp. 361 ff.). The date of the Book in 
its present form must be late ; for in what is substantially the ‘Constantino- 
politan’ Creed the words et a Filio procedit occur. In the title there is 
probably a confusion with Severus Patriarch of Antioch early in the sixth 
century (Resch p. 372). The prayers to which I wish to call attention are 
these: 

(1) p. 63. ‘Velis igitur Domine super eos immittere tuum illum 
Spiritum Sanctum; et inhabita et scrutare omnium eorum membra; ac 
praepurga et sanctifica eos, O Trinitas, ita ut adaequentur sanctae unctioni...’ 

(2) p. 65. ‘Pater Sancte, qui per manus Apostolorum sanctorum dedisti 
Spiritum Sanctum tuum illis qui baptizabantur: Nunc autem cum etiam 
in umbra manuum mearum familiarem te exhibeas, mitte Spiritum Sanctum 
super eos qui baptizandi sunt, et cum repleti fuerint illo, afferant tibi 
fructum trigesimum...’ 

(3) p. 13. £O qui super unicum Filium tuum Deum verbum, dum 
in terra baptismi ordinationem faceret, Sanctum illum Spiritum tuum misisti 
in specie columbae, qui Jordanides undas sanctificavit; nunc etiam, Domine 
mi, velis ut Spiritus ille Sanctus tuus hosce servos tuos qui baptizantur 
Operiat, eosque perfice ac domos Christi tui eos constitue, expurgans eos 
sancto lavacro tuo.’ 

(4) p. 92. ‘Immitte super eos illius spiritus tui vivificantis gratiam, et 
eos imple ipsius sanctitate.’ 


In referring to the Latin forms (see above p. 30) I omitted to notice 
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that through these we may trace back to the apparently apostolic formule 
€AOerw TO dywy mvevpa, x«.7.A., the great Pentecostal hymns of the Westerr 
Church : Vent, superne Spiritus; Veni, Creator Spiritus (Newman Hymn 
Ecclesiae pp. 91, 94). From the same source are probably derived the word: 
of the Collect (familiar to us in its English dress): Purifica per infusionern 
Sancti Spiritus cogitationes cordis nostri. 


C. Note oN AGATHANGELUS (see above p. 32). 


For the reference to Agathangelus I am indebted to Resch Agrupha pp. 
443, 450. It is edited by Lagarde ‘aus dem fiinfunddreissigsten Bande der 
Abhandlungen der kéniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen,’ 
1887. I gather into a note some points of interest. (1) Lagarde bases his 
opinion (a) that the Greek is a translation, on the barbarous character of the 
language; (>) that it is a translation from an Armenian original, on an 
investigation of the quotations from the New Testament (pp. 134, 129 ff.). 
Some passages of the New Testament are taken, Lagarde allows, from the 
original Greck. This he says would be natural; the translator would know 
the Greck of passages occurring frequently in the worship of the Church at 
Byzantium (p. 134). The following points however are worthy of note, 
(a) the translator knew the Greck of 2 Peter; for he speaks (c. 32) of the 
Prophets of cat éyévovro hwortnpes ev rH avypnp@ torm (2 Pet. i. 19); (b) a 
paronomasia occurs (c. 75) which could not be a translation, ef 8€ ydAcora, 
‘Puiun, kara TO dvopa gov aAnOas ékeppipns x.r.A.: the words of course may be 
an interpolation of the translator; (c) the translator was apparently acquainted 
with the Martyrdom of Polycarp in Greek, for, besides the passage given by 
Resch p. 281, compare c. 75 xa éyévero chodporarn Bpovrn aore exsboBeic ba 
rov GxAov. Kat jKovcay horas Neyovans mpos auras *Avdpi{erOe nai Oapceire 
with Mart. Polyc. 1x. (2) As to the clauses of the Prayer other than that 
about the hallowing of the Divine Name: (a) to the words quoted above 
(p. 32) dw6 ris mayidos rou éxOpov, add c. 62 iva mxnowpey ras Sodias xai 
Sewas rov ¢yOpov mayidas, kat 76 dvoud cov, Séomora, dofacG7 x.r.r., C. 87 o BE 
movnpos dpa TH TuVEpy@ avTov, ws mavrore, kal viv évrpannoera: (b) note the 
gloss (quoted p. 33) 6 édaas éreAGetv x.r.A.; comp. p. 68. (3) There is an account 
of Gregory’s consecration as Bishop by Leontius at Caesarea (c. 139) rd 8 
dywov evayyéAtoy Kara THs Kepadjs avrov Kovdicavres eméOnxay Tas xetpas «TX. 
(4) In the account of the baptism of the king, &c., there is a reminiscence of 
the fire kindled in the Jordan at our Lord’s baptism : dos opo8poraroy harvey 
ka@ Gpotwpa otvAov hwroedois orn emt trav vdarwv Tov Tmotapod, €rOa €Bawri- 
¢ovro. (5) In Rhipsima’s prayer quoted above (p. 32 f), with wads ris 
Oeorntds pov......Tov vady Tov dvopatos aov, compare the Syrian Baptismal 
rite of Severus (sce above p. 37) ‘domos Christi tui eos constitue.’ I cannot 
help thinking that Agathangelus would well repay more careful examination 
by some competent liturgical scholar. 


III. 


rENHOHTW TO BEAHMA COY, 
€ 9 > a oo a 
@C EN OYPANW KAI ETT! FHC (St MarrHew). 


THREE points here demand notice. (1) There are clear remi- 
niscences of the petition in the N. T.: Matt. xxvi. 42 yevnOntw To. 
GéXnpa aov (comp. v. 39, Me. xiv. 36), Le. xxii. 42 Any py To 
OéXnpa pov adda 76 cov yivéoOw (the reading yevéoOw has very 
slight attestation), Acts xxi. 14 rod xupiov ro OéAnua yivéclw 
(where there is some slight authority for yevéo@w); comp. Mart. 
Polyc. vii. ro Oé\npa tod Beod yevéo Ow (Eus. H. E. iv. 15 yivéo Po). 
Comp. Matt. vil. 21, xii, 50, xviii. 14, Mc. ili. 35. The variation 
in these passages (yevnOnTa, yevérOw, yivéo Ow) is easily accounted 
for if we assume an Aramaic original’, which would be inde- 
terminate in regard to tense. The Vulgate Syriac has Jeow in 
Matt. vi. 10, xxvi. 42, Le. xxii. 42, Acts xxi. 14°. 


(2) The Old Syriac has Prd QTL (and-let-there-be 
thy-wills)*, The plural rd OcAnwara is used of the divine will 
in Ps, xv. 3, cil. 7, cx. 2, Is. xliv. 28 (quoted in Acts xiii. 22). 
In the N. T. in Me. iii. 35 05 dv wotnon To OéXnpa Tov Oeov 
(Matt. xii. 50 rod wratpos ov Tod év ovpavois), obras adeAOS K.T.r. 


Cod. B, supported by a quotation given by Epiphanius (Haer. 


1 The Syriac Versions may be taken to represent approximately the original 
Aramaic form of our Lord’s sayings. ‘Although Josephus says that the Jews 
could understand the Syrians, the Jewish Aramaic was nevertheless a distinct 
dialect in some respects, as may be seen from the words Aaya (Matt. xxvii. 46, in 
Syriac lemana), Boavepyés (Me. iii. 17, in Syriac bene ra’ma)’: Neubauer in 
Studia Biblica i. p. 53. In the case of the Lord’s Prayer, which in the earliest 
Syriac Version is the result not so much of later translation as of continuous 
tradition reaching back to the earliest Apostolic times, probably the form given 
in this Version is practically identical with the Aramaic original. 

“= We may compare the phrase which forms a very common beginning of Jewish 
prayers, e.g. The Authorised Prayer Book p. 69 


pyoway 9°38 1p NYT 'n 
But the Hebrew N. T. of Delitzsch and that of Salkinson-Ginsburg both have ney ; 
In this connexion a passive voice of NWY seems less natural than the Qal; the 
latter occurs e.g. in the Rabbinic saying (Pirge Aboth v. 30) 


rpoway Pax pyr med. mn 
3 In Le. xxii. 42 it has the singular. 
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xxx. 14) from an Ebionite Gospel, has ta OeAnuata. Again, in 
Matt. vii. 21 6 wotav 1d OédAnpa Tod Tatpos pou ToD ey Tots 
oupavois Cod. & has ra OeAnpara. In Eph. 11. 3, the only other 
passage of the N. T. where the plural occurs, it seems to point to 
the manifoldness of unsatisfied lust (comp. Is. lviii. 3, 13, Jer. xxiii. 
26). There appears to be no other authority for this reading in 
the Lord’s Prayer’. 

(3) Bengel in his note on the petition quotes the following 
words from the Catechismus Romanus put forth by the Council of 
Trent’: ‘Pastoris erunt partes monere fidelem populum verba illa 
Sicut in coelo et in terra ad singulas referri posse singularum 
(trium) primarum postulationum, ut, Sanctificetur nomen tuum, 
sicut in coelo et in terra, Jtem Adveniat regnum tuum, sicut in 
coelo et in terra. Similiter Fiat voluntas tua, sicut in coelo et in 
terra.’ For this interpretation, which is thus enjoined upon her 
teachers by the Church of Rome, there is much to be said. 

For in the first place this interpretation harmonises both with 
the twofold division of the petitions of the Prayer and with the 
invocation with which it opens: God is our Father, the Father of 
His sons on earth; He is in Heaven. It is natural that this 
thought should exercise a continuous influence on the petitions 
which immediately follow, rather than that it should at once 
fall into the background to reappear at a later point of the 
Prayer. In the second place, if this connexion of the petitions in 
the Prayer as given by St Matthew was recognised in early times, 
we have an explanation why the additions made for the purpose 
of adaptation, 1e. the prayer for the Holy Spirit and the éq’ 
npas of Codex Bezae, attach themselves to the Prayer as given by 
St Luke, where the words as év ovpav@ xal ért ys do not occur. 

Further confirmation is derived from a consideration of the 
several clauses. (a) Little need be said of the petition to which 
the words as in heaven so on earth are immediately joined. We 
should however compare Ps, cxxxiv. 6 (rdavra boa 70éAnoev 
émroinaev 0 Kuptos év TH ovpave Kai év TH yj) and 1 Mace, iii, 60 

1 The reading of the Old Syriac (plural verb and noun) is reproduced, as Prof, 
Bensly has kindly pointed out to me, in the Syriac Acts of Judas Thomas (ed. 
Wright, vol. i. p. a vol. ii, p. 279, Eng, Tr.). 

2 Pars Iv. ¢. xX. qu. iii. 
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(os & dv 7 OérAnpwa év ovpave otw trotnce). (b) No less 
naturally do the words connect themselves with the petition 
Thy kingdom come’. Compare 1 Chron. xxix. 11 od ravtov trav 
év TO ovpave kat érl THs yns Seomofers. The thought conveyed 
by this connexion is indeed implied in all. the very numerous 
passages which speak of the coming of the kingdom of Heaven 
or of God, e.g. Dan. ii. 44, vii. 14, Matt. 11. 2, xvi, 28, Le. xi, 20, 
xvii. 20, xxi. 31, Apoc. xi. 15. It harmonises with what is at 
least a probable reading of the Angelic song which prefaces the 
history of our Lord’s life in St Luke’s Gospel (ii. 14) Sofa év 
Urictos Oe@ Kal eri yns*, and with the words of our Lord which 
close St Matthew’s Gospel (xxviii. 18) €300n wou aca éfoucia 
év ovpav@ Kat éri [rhs] yas. If it be objected that this arrange- 
ment of the clauses introduces the idea of the coming of the 
kingdom of God in Heaven, it is sufficient to reply that such 
an objection overlooks a common idiom: the coming of the kingdom 
on earth answers to its existence in heaven. Further, we may com- 
pare Col. i. 20 (aroxaradnrakat ta Tavra eis avToy...elre Ta emt TIS 
yns etre ta év rots ovpavois), Eph. i. 10, iii. 15. (ce) The sequence 
Hallowed be Thy name, as in heaven, so on earth presents no diffi- 
culty and commends itself by its intrinsic fitness, Compare Ps. 
Vili. 2 Kupee 6 xuptos nav, ws Oavpacrov to Gvoua oov ev tracy 
TH yn ore émnpOn 7 peyadorperria cov vrepavw Tav ovpavav. In 
the Authorised Daily Prayer Book I find (p. 45, comp. p. 37) the 
prayer: 


: pind ‘bya inks ope nea obiya yHytnN wIp2 
This formula, part of the Mp, is probably of ancient origin’. 


1 Compare Cyprian de Oratione Dominica, Bene autem regnum Dei petimus, id 
est, regnum caeleste, quia est et terrestre regnum. 

2 Dr Hort Introduction, Notes on Select Readings p. 56. 

3 When éy rots ovpavots of the first clause of the Prayer is compared with 
€v ovpayp, we notice a double contrast. (1) In the second case the article is 
wanting. Its absence emphasises character—heaven as compared with earth 
(comp. 2 Cor. xii. 2). (2) The plural is used in the first, the singular in the later 
clause. In the N. T. the plural (ovpavol) expresses the idea of majesty through the 
notion of vastness, e.g. Phil. iii. 20, Hebr. vii. 26, viii. 1, xii. 23, 25. Note 
especially Eph. iv. 10 (ravrwy rwy otpavydy), Hebr. iv, 14, vii. 26. The singular is 
commonly used when heaven as one place is contrasted with earth, e.g. Matt. xi. 
25, xxvili. 18, 1 Cor. vili. 5, Jas, v. 12; yet see Matt. xvi. 19, Eph. i. 10, iii. 15. 


IV. 


TON SPTON HM@N TON €TTIOYCION: 
AOC HMIN CHMEpON (St MarTHew). 


TON APTON HM@N TON ETTIOYCION 
Aisoy HMIN TO Ka@ HmMEpAN (St Luxe). 


THERE are two points here in which the two Gospels differ, 
(1) 80s, SiS0v, (2) aonpuepov, tro nal’ ynyépav. Both of these 
variations demand a brief notice before we enter upon (3) the dis- 
cussion of the main problem suggested by this clause. | 


(1) The Old and the Vulgate Syriac versions have in both 
Gospels 01. This word, like the Hebrew jf (MIA), is inde- 
terminate in regard to tense. If the Prayer then was originally 
in Aramaic, the original for ‘give’ could be represented in Greek 
equally well by the aorist and by the present imperative. S65 
would naturally be used in the Greek form in which onpepov bad 
a place, 5:d0v as naturally in the form in which 76 xa? 2yépay 
occurred}. 


(2) But what of the variations ojpepov, rd nal nyépav? 
Mr T. E. Page (Lapositor, Third Series, vol. vil. p. 436), arguing 
from the use in both Gospels of the solecism éarvovovos that ‘the 
tradition—whether written or oral—which the writers employed 
was, as regards these particular words, expressed in Greek,’ goes on 
to say, ‘the phrase ro xa@’ nuépay occurs only three times in the 


' Compare the following variations: (1) Matt. v. 42 (86s) |i Le. vi. 80 (&i3ou), 
(2) Matt. xiv. 19 (&wxev) || Mc. vi. 41, Le. ix. 16 (é8{dov), Jn. vi. 11 (Seddwxer), 
(3) Matt. xxiv. 45 (Sodvac), Le. xii. 42 (dc5dvar), (4) Matt. xxvii. 34 (Bwxar), Mo. xv. 
23 (€didovr). 
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New Testament, namely here and Luke xix. 47, Acts xvii. 113; so 
that it is certainly Luke’s own (dcht Lukanisch, Weiss), and 
therefore the onepov of Matthew is much more likely to be 
original,’ There are strong reasons for thinking that the Prayer 
existed originally in an Aramaic form, and I hope presently to 
dispose of the argument which Mr Page founds on the use of 
émtovatos. Further, assuming that of-the-day was the original 
word in this clause, there is much probability in the assumption 
that day-by-day was a primitive variation (see below p. 45). Even 
in this case however Mr Page’s question only takes a new form. 
Does not the fact, he might ask, that the phrase ro xa&’ nyépay 
is peculiar to St Luke among the writers of the New Testament 
go far to shew that St Luke, instead of simply incorporating 
in his Gospel a form of the Lord’s Prayer current among the 
Hellenistic Disciples, interweaves into that current form phrases 
of his own? An answer to this important question is supplied 
by the fact that ro xaé’ nyépay, in itself a classical phrase (e.g. 
Aristoph. Eq. 1126), may also be regarded as a shortened form of a 
somewhat clumsy phrase of the Lxx.; a phrase which, occurring in 
the account of the giving of the Manna, would very naturally be 
used by the Hellenists in their translation of the Lord’s Prayer, but 
which at the same time in its full form was unfit for liturgical 
use, The presence then of this phrase in St Luke becomes to 


1 In the latter passage, it should be noticed, there is considerable authority 
(including NADE, 13 61) for the omission of 7b. For xad’ juépay see Matt. xxvi. 55, 
Me. xiv. 49, Le. ix. 23, xxii. 53, Acts ii. 46 (xa6’ nuépay re mpocxaprepotvres duoduyua- 
Sov év rp lepp, krwvrés Te Kar’ olkov aprov, weredauBavoy rpop7s K.7.d.), il. 47, ili. 2, 
(xvii. 17), xix. 9, 1 Cor. xv. 31, 2 Cor. xi. 28, Hebr. vii. 27, x. 11. 

2 Ex. xvi. 5 8 day ouvaydywot 7d Kad? tyepay els nudpay= DY DY qwpe? WR. 
Comp. ver. 4 7d ris qudpas els qudpav (1 Chron, xvi. 37)=10"a DY7Z3, This last 
Hebrew phrase occurs in Ex. v. 13 (Luxx. rd &pya ra Kadnxovra Kad’ nuépav), Vv. 
19 (70 KaOjKxov ry Huépa), Lev. xxiii. 37, 1 Kings viii. 59, 2 Kings xxv. 30 (Adyov 
nudpas ev TH Huépa avrod), Ezra iii. 4, Jer. lii. 34 (Lxx. é& nudpas els jnudpay), Dan. i. 
5 (Theodot. 70 rijs qudepas xad’ juépav); comp. 1 Chron. xvi. 37, 2 Chron. viii. 13, 
14, ix. 24. ‘The occurrence of several allusions (Ps. lxxviii. 24; cv. 40; Nehem. ix. 
15; Sap. Sol. xvi. 20; &c.) to the corn, or bread, of heaven makes it sufficiently 
probable a priori that the Lord’s Prayer also should have some reference to the 
giving of the manna’ (Dr Taylor Sayings p. 139). Compare John vi. 32, 1 Cor. x. 
3. In the Authorised Daily P. B. (p. 92), the ‘section of the manna’ (ji NWB), 
i.e. Ex. xvi. 4—36, has a place in the Morning Service by the side of Gen. xxii, 
1—19. 
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some extent an indication that he preserved a form of the Lord’s 
Prayer which was in actual use in the worship of the Disciples. 


(3) From these casier questions I turn at once to the difficult 
problem which the clause suggests, viz., the meaning and the 
origin of the word ésreovatos. 

If we could put ourselves in the position of one reading this 
clause for the first time, after our first sense of bewilderment 
at the appearance of a stranger unknown heretofore in Greek, we 
should be impressed with the fact that this stranger has a 
unique function in the Prayer. There is no other epithet in the 
Prayer, for the phrase o év tois ovpavois can hardly be said 
to fall under this category. The language of each clause is 
characterised by the brevity of severe simplicity. Further, this 
unique function does not seem to justify itself as necessary or 
useful. If éztovcios is to be connected, as it seems certain it 
must be, with 7 émodca', and to be taken to mean of the coming 
duy, the word is exposed to the charge of introducing tautology 
into the Prayer as well as of being alien to its simplicity of 
language. This becomes clear at once if the translation is given 
in a literal and bald form ‘Give us to-day (day-by-day) our bread 
of the coming day.’ This poverty of meaning has been used as a 
powerful argument in favour of what I venture to consider an 
impossible mystical interpretation of the word. ‘Is it conceivable,’ 
Mr M°Clellan asks (New Testament p. 645), ‘that in this inimitably 
concise and sublime prayer there could have been perpetrated so 


1 Bp Lightfoot’s conclusion as to the meaning of émiovows (On a Fresh Re- 
vision, Appendix), it will be seen, I absolutely accept, though it is only fair to 
add that I venture to interpret some of the evidence on which he bases it in a 
different way. I am indebted to that Appendix for a large part of the material 
I have used in the investigation which follows. On the other hand Mr M°Clellan 
(New Testament p. 632 ff.) argues fervently for the meaning future. His con- 
clusion may be stated in his own words (p. 646), ‘As the food given for nourishing 
a life which shall be perfected and enduring in the future world, it is éxcodovos, “WID, 
crastinus, that is, olxetos roo ériéyros or péddovros alwvos, ‘proper to the world to 
come.”’ The italics are his. The statement of this view is, it seems to me, 
its best refutation. If so many layers of meaning,—future, ie. pertaining to the 
future world, i.e. spiritual food in the present in preparation for the future,— 
could be wrapped up in one single word, human language could not bear the 
strain. 
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diffuse and mean a tautology as this, “Our bread which 1s daily 
give us daily?” I admit the cogency of the reasoning so vigorously 
expressed, but I think it points to a conclusion different from that 
which the writer maintains. 

I hazard then the conjecture, as a working hypothesis, that the 
original form of the clause might be represented thus in Syriac: 


—> 2m oa 


to-us give of-the-day our-bread 


This Syriac form is based on the Old Syriac Version which 
reproduces, we can hardly doubt, the original Aramaic (see above 
p. 39 n.). Looking at Luke xi. 3 in the same version we may 
further suppose that there were from the first two variations. 
The-bread (WSass\) was current as well as our-bread, of-every- 
day (S0Q2\59) as well as of-the-day’. 

We have already seen how the two clauses Hallowed be thy 
name, Thy kingdom come were in all probability adapted for 
liturgical use. These adaptations, being only needed for special 
occasions, have left but slight traces behind. The word étovctos 
is, I believe, a similar adaptation, but, being in daily use among 
the Greek-speaking Christians of the earliest days, it has won for 
itself a permanent place in the Prayer. 

There seems to be evidence that considerable latitude was 
allowed as to the insertion in the Synagogue prayers of petitions 
suitable to the season or the day*. At least equal freedom would 
be claimed in the assemblies of ‘the Brethren.’ Thus it is no 


1 Compare the prayer (Berakoth 60 b) ‘And give me over this day and every day 
(dy $931 Dy) to grace &c.’ (Dr Taylor Sayings &c. p. 142). Comp. Acts vi. 1 & 


ry Staxovla ty KaOnpepwg (Syr. SoawN5), Hieron. cotidiano: comp. the Old 
Syr. of Le. xi. 3 and the Old Latin of the Lord’s Prayer). The diaxovla of the 
Father in Heaven must be reflected in the d:axovla of the Church on earth. We 
may perhaps suppose that St Luke’s record of the custom of the Church is 
shaped by a remembrance of the Prayer. As to the custom itself, it may well 
have been connected with the Synagogue system of ‘the Brethren’ (see p. 6), 
and, if so, with the petition of the chief Prayer. Comp. Chrys. (viii. p. 257) rod 
Aprov rod émwovalov, rouréott, Tod KaOnuepwod. Cf. Judith xii. 15 rhy xaOnuepwhy 
dla:rav. 

2 See above p. 14. For the prayers used in the morning and the evening 
recitation of the Shema see Vitringa de Synagoga Vetere p. 1054; for the original 
form of these see Zunz Die Gottesd. Vortrige p. 369. 
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violently improbable hypothesis if we suppose that when the Lord’s 
Prayer was used in the morning or in the evening Prayers’ of the 
Hebrew ‘Brethren’ and of the Hellenistic ‘Brethren,’ at first at 
Jerusalem and later in Northern Syria, it became customary to 
adapt the one clause which speaks of time to the particular hour 
of prayer. 

Among the Hebrew and Syrian Christians the phrase as it 
stood, Our-bread of-the-day, would be appropriate for the morning 
Prayer. Of this form, as one very familiar to them, Ephrem 
reminds his readers (see below p. 49 f.). When however the 
Prayer was used in the evening, a slight adaptation would be 
necessary ; and such an adaptation we actually find in the word 
Mahar (Syr. ;S0), which Jerome quotes from ‘the Gospel 
according to the Hebrews’ (see below p. 52)%. 

The case of the Hellenistic ‘Brethren’ was different. Here 
there was need of translation. And the requirements both of 
translation and of adaptation were satisfied when, 7 értotoa being 
adopted in place of (Soa., the word érrodctos was coined to repre- 
sent Soa.3, This rendering would have a double advantage. It 
would be appropriate when the Prayer was used in the morning— 
our bread for the coming day: it would be equally appropriate 
in the evening’. Thus the petition would assume this form—rop 
aptov nudv Tov émvovotov Sos juiv. It is at least possible that the 


1 Comp. Didaché viii. 3 (rpis rijs iuépas obrw xpocedxecbe). The writer through- 
out is giving rules for public, not private, devotion. 

2 A trace of this adaptation of the petition for evening use seems to survive in 
the Memphitic Version (Matt.) Our bread of to-morrow give it to us to-day. On 
which Version two remarks: (a) I take this as an example of a version pre- 
serving a clause of the Lord’s Prayer as it was brought by the earliest converts 
and missionaries of the Apostolic age (see p. 13 f.): (8) The clause as it stands is 
the product of a literary revision, the strength of devotional conservatiam main. 
taining of to-morrow when to-day had been added to represent oypepor. 

3 Mr Wratislaw in an article in The Churchman (July 1888) shews conclusively 
that # émioica is used of the day already begun. But it should be noticed that 
7" émwovca could always be substituted for 7 adpov, though the converse does not 
hold: comp. Acts vii. 26, xvi. 11, xx. 15 (on which see Mr Wratislaw’s remarks), 
xxi, 18. Hence I am not sure that Mr Wratislaw does not carry his point too 
far when he claims Prov. xxvii. 1 (u7 xavyd rd els adprov, od yap ywoonas rl rétera 
h €modoa) a8 an illustration in his favour. It seems to me that the last passage 
gives some confirmation to my theory in regard to the Lord's Prayer. For 4% 
émcodoa, not found elsewhere in the Lxx., here translates DY’, 
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apparent analogy of repsovctos, occurring in a group of passages 
(Ex. xix. 5, Deut. vii. 6, xiv. 2, xxvi. 18) which we know to have 
occupied an important place in Apostolic teaching (Tit. ii. 14, 1 
Pet.-ii. 9; comp. Acts xx. 28, Eph. 1. 14), may have suggested or 
facilitated this representation of the original Aramaic word. 

Liturgical forms soon get the sanction of usage. The instincts 
of devotion are singularly tenacious of a familiar word, even when 
(perhaps even in proportion as) its meaning and origin have 
become obscure. And thus before the time when the first and 
third Gospels in their present form were composed, the epithet 
émreovatos had firmly attached itself to the substantive. 

No doubt, in our ignorance of the relations between the 
Hebrew and the Hellenistic ‘Brethren, much must remain 
ambiguous. The living witness of the Apostles as well as the 
morning Prayers of the Hebrews would be sufficient to prevent 
the original phrase ({S0Q.9) and the alternative ($0@s\o9) 
becoming forgotten. When the Lord’s Prayer assumes a literary 
shape in the Gospels according to St Matthew and St Luke, the 
well-known liturgical formula is preserved, but side by side with 
it there appears in the one Gospel the original of-the-day in 
the natural adverbial form to-day, in the other the very early, if 
not original, alternative day-by-day. In this petition then, owing 
to the influence of devotional conservatism combined with reverence 
for any remembered word of Christ, there meets us a double 
rendering of the original word, a phenomenon to which most 
chapters of the LXx. will supply a parallel. 


So far I have endeavoured to reconstruct the history of this 
clause as it stands in our present Gospels. The results may be 
taken as confirming to some extent the working hypothesis (p. 45) 
from which we started. But is there any independent support 
of the conjecture that the original form of the clause was Our- 
bread of-the-day give to-us? I venture to think that there is some 
evidence worth consideration. 

(1) There is a passage in the Epistle of St James (ii. 15 ff.), 
which, I believe, bears on this problem : 

€av adeAXdds 7 adeXpn yupvol virdpywot Kal NecTropevoe TIS 
ednucpou tpodns, elmrn S€ tis avtois €E vpeav ‘Trrdayerte év eipnvn, 
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Oeppaiverbe Kal yopraverbe, un Swre 5é avrots ta erreryndeva Tov 
TwMpatos, Ti GpeXros ; 

The Epistle of St James is a mosaic of Aoyla Kkuptaxa, among 
which those ‘oracles’ which have a place in the Synoptists’ record 
of the Sermon on the Mount are especially numerous. Some- 
times these references to Christ’s teaching are obvious; sometimes 
they lic beneath the surface; sometimes they have become so 
assimilated to the context in which they are embedded that they 
fail to attract attention’, It must be sufficient to refer to the 
Introduction to any of the Commentaries on the Epistle for a 
list of the more patent of these coincidences, But no tabulated 
statistics can give any idea of the living connexion which, even 
with our fragmentary knowledge of the Lord’s discourses, we feel 
to exist between the letter of the Disciple and the words of his 
Master. 

In the passage from St James quoted above it is very probable 
that he has in his mind the words of Christ recorded in Matt. xxv. 
35—45. But it appears to me still more likely that in the phrase 
1" é@nwepos tpody we have a reminiscence of the petition for ‘the 
bread of the day’; and further that in the succeeding words rd 
emiTnoeta TOU owpatos we have a very early comment on the 
scope of the petition’. 

Such a conjecture is incapable of proof. The phrase 7 
épnpepos Tpopy is not in itself a remarkable one*, neither indeed 
is the phrase which I suppose it to recall, ‘the bread of the day.’ 
The probability allowed to the suggestion will vary in proportion 


1 Compare e.g. James i. 21 (év mpairnr: détacde riv Euguror Abyor) with Me. 
iv. 15 (rov Abyov tov éowappévov els abrots), Le. viii. 13 (uerd xapas Séyorra: rie 
Abyov). See also Barn. ix. 9. 

2 Based perhaps on Matt. vi. 32 (oldev yap 6 rarhp jpuw 6 odpdnos Sri xpitere 
robrwy andvrwv). Compare the probable reference in Didaché x. (rpogiw re cal 
morov ESwxas avOpwros...nuly dé éxaplow rvevparichy rpophy xat wordy). 

$ Wetstein quotes Aristid. T. il. p. 398 adtros mpocarur, xal ris dgmpudpov 
Tpopijs dropwv, kal Brérwy els B cal y dBorots: Dion. Hal. Ant. viii. 41 dwrip—e 
éx rhs olklas,..ddovNos Awropos, ovdé rv epiepov 6 SUornvos éx Taw éavred Xpuparev 
tpopiy éraybuevos. To these Field (Otium Norvicense, Pars Tertia) adds Chrys. ix. 
p. 677 B GdN’ 6 ev deowdrys cov Kal qiov abry avaréddet, od dé cal ris éfmpdpou rpogas 
avatvov avrov kplveis, which however may be a reminiscence of St James. We may 
compare also Eur. El. 429 ris é¢ tyépay Bopads, Herod. i. 82 od ydp ra 3 pé-ye 
mrovatos waANov TOU ér’ Huepav Exovros dAPiwbrepbs éore. 


‘GIVE US THIS DAY OUR DAILY BREAD.’ 49 


as the general indebtedness of the Apostle to the Lord’s teaching 
is admitted. It becomes very strong if we recognise that the words 
of Christ form the woof and web of the language of the Epistle. 

That the phrase 7 épjuepos tpodn comes very close to the 
wording of the Prayer is clear from the Latin versions and from 
Chrysostom’s comments on the petition. 

The Old Latin ‘panis quotidianus,’ retained by Jerome in his 
version of St Luke, finds a close parallel in the earliest extant 
Latin version of St James (11. 15) ‘victus quotidianus’’, a rendering 
which Jerome preserves. Again, Chrysostom in dealing with the 
clause as it stands in St Matthew says, ré éori, roy dptov tov 
émlovatov; Tov ednuepov...deirat yap [7 pvats] tpodns THs avay- 
xaias. In another place (iv. 580) he uses similar language, rov 
apTov nua tov émrtovatov Sos nuiy onpepov, avtt Tov, THY THs 
nuépas tpopnv, a phrase in which he stumbles into a curiously 
literal representation of the original Aramaic. 

It is however when we take into consideration the Syriac 
versions that the importance of the passage in St James is fully 
seen. In the Syriac Vulgate r7s éfnuépou tpodns is represented 
by the words (Soa) |2;9.00 (the-food of-the-day)* Thus St 
James gives the natural Greek translation of the Aramaic of-the- 
day, and his whole phrase, excepting the substitution of ‘food’ 
for ‘bread, is the very form which we assumed just now as the 
original of the petition, ‘the-(or our-)bread of-the-day.’ 

(2) “I had also hoped,” wrote Bp Lightfoot (On a Fresh Revision 
p. 217), “that I might find this petition quoted in the works of 
one of the earlier Syriac writers, Aphraates or Ephrem, but my 
search has not been attended with success, An indirect reference 
in Ephrem (Op. vi. p. 642) omits the word in question. ‘The 


1 Cod. Corbeiensis has ‘sive frater sive soror nudi sint et desit eis victus 
quotidianus.” Jerome’s version is ‘Si autem frater aut soror nudi sint et indigeant 
victu quotidiano.’ The writings of neither Tertullian nor Cyprian supply evidence 
as to the text of St James (Bp. Westcott Canon, ed. 5, pp. 258, 373, Rénsch Das N. T. 
Tertullian’s p. 572). 

2 The references given in Liddell and Scott are sufficient to shew that 
Mr MClellan is mistaken in supposing that in later Greek é¢juepos always means 
‘lasting but a day.’ Such was doubtless the classical sense of the word, a use 
which lasted on side by side with the meaning ‘daily’ (see Suicer Thes. sub voce). 
The words épnuepla and épnuepls both illustrate the meaning daily. 


C. 4 
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bread of the day ({Sca.> os) shall suffice thee, as thou hast 
learnt in the Prayer’. At the same time Ephrem agrees with 
the Curetonian against the Peshito in {S0a.9, so that it seems 
probable that he used the Curetonian Version.” The fact that 
Ephrem ‘omits the word in question, constitutes, I believe, the 
importance of the reference. 

For in the first place Ephrem refers to some popular version of 
the Lord’s Prayer, a part of catechetical instruction (‘as thou hast 
learned in the Prayer’). 

And in the second place this popular version cannot have been 
the Old Syriac. For had it been, his citation would have at once 
recalled to his hearers (for the reference occurs in a sermon on 
Fasting) the whole clause as it stood in the Old Syriac (and-our- 
bread continual of-the-day give to-us), and the word continual 
would have refuted the lesson which he wished to draw. 

We learn then from an examination of Ephrem’s evidence that 
there was some popular version of the Lord’s Prayer still in use 
among the Syrian Christians of the Fourth Century, and that in 
this traditional version, on which the Old Syriac iteelf was based, the 
form of the petition under discussion was ‘ the-bread of-the-day.’ 

The conclusion to which a cross-cxamination of Ephrem leads 
us is confirmed by the clear testimony of another witness. The 
Arabic version of Tatian’s Diatessaron published by Ciasca in 1888 
gives what is to all appearance the whole of the matter contained 
in Tatian’s work. But the Syriac text on which the Arabic version 
is based seems to‘have been brought into conformity with the 
Vulgate Syriac text’. All the more emphatic therefore is its 
support of an earlier Syriac text, whenever such support is given. 
The literal translation of the Arabic version of the petition for 
‘daily bread ’ (§ 1x.) is ‘Give us the bread of our day’ (Le. the day 
in which we now are). The epithet ‘continual’ which has a place 
in the Old Syriac, and the epithet ‘of-our-necessity’ which is 
given in the Vulgate Syriac, are alike absent. Thus the pre- 
Curctonian form has the support of an unwilling witness. We are 
not only confirmed as to the main conclusion which we drew from 
Ephrem’s evidence, but we are able to identify the popular version 


1 Hemphill p. xxix, Rendel Harris p. 5. 
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of the Lord’s Prayer to which he refers in his Sermon with the 
form contained in Tatian’s Diatessaron’. 

Thus St James, Tatian, and Ephrem, who probably repeats 
after a long interval the witness of Tatian, combine to attest the 
shorter form of the clause, ‘Give us the bread of the day.’ 

(3) Does the Old Syriac version itself throw any light on the 
matter? 

In Matt. vi. 11 this version has: 


c> 20 Poa [rad] Sano 


to-us give of-the-day continual and-our-bread 
In Luke xi. 3 


Soaado, [ro] Bow A con 


of-every-day continual the-bread to-us and-give 


Now about the Syriac word continual two remarks may be 
made. In the first place it is difficult to see that it represents any 
probable meaning of the Greek émuovovos. In the second place 
Cureton in his note (reférred to by Bp Lightfoot p. 215) remarks 
that the word continual is in fact derived from Numb. iv. 7, where 


the Hebrew 7"! yoy TAA ond) is translated in the Syriac 
version by the words loo. wOTONS A.trs8o} WasaXo (and-the- 
bread continually let-it-be thereupon). The Old Syriac then of 
this clause of the Lord’s Prayer appears to be a literary revision of 
the popular version current since the Gospel was brought to Syria 
from the Church at Jerusalem in the earliest days of the faith, a 
revision which represented the seemingly unintelligible ésrtovetos, 
which had meantime come into the Prayer, by a classical phrase 
about bread in the Old Testament slightly changed, much as 
Delitzsch in his Hebrew translation of the N. T. uses for the same 


purpose another classical phrase of the O. T. (apn Dn?) derived 
from Prov. xxx. 8 (pn pnd), 


This conclusion receives some additional confirmation from the 
fact that in the revision of the Old Syriac (the Vulgate or Peshito 
Syriac) the epithet —10300) (of-our-necessity) is substituted for 


1 That the Diatessaron was the form of the Gospels used in public worship 
is clear from the Doctrine of Addai c. xxxv, Thdt. de Fab. Haer. i. 20. 
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{1.45} (continual), as though the latter were not sanctioned by 
immemorial usage’. 

The position of these Syrian Christians in the third century 
was in fact very parallel to our own. A Christian preacher in 
England to-day would say ‘Pray God to forgive us our trespasses, 
as we forgive them that trespass against us, as thou hast learned in 
the Prayer,’ regardless of the fact that the Authorised Version has 
‘Forgive us our debts,as we forgive our debtors’, and that the Revised 
Version has ‘ Forgive us our debts, as we also have forgiven our 
debtors.’ Literary revisions are powerless against ancient formulas. 

(4) Lastly, there is the notice of the clause in the Gospel 
according to the Hebrews preserved by Jerome (on Matt. vi. 11): 
‘In evangelio, quod appellatur secundum Hebraeos, pro supersub- 
stantiali pane reperi Mahar, quod dicitur crastinum, ut sit sensus: 
Panem nostrum crastinum, id est futurum, da nobis hodie.’ 

Here, it will be noticed, Jerome does not profess to give us the 
precise words of the whole clause which he found in the Hebrew 
Gospel. He is content to quote the single word Mahar, and then 
adds his own conclusion as to the general meaning (ut sit sensus). 


1 Of this alteration Bp Lightfoot says (p. 215), ‘This is only one of the many 
instances where the Peshito betrays the influences of the fourth century whether 
in the text or in the interpretation.’ This explanation may be the right 
one. But on the one hand the word of-our-necessity does not represent what is 
essential in the later interpretation of émiodows referred to, viz. its connexion 
with ovola. On the other hand the notion of necessary would seem to have a 
place in the earliest expositions of the clause; for such an exposition I believe 
Jas. ii. 16 (7a éwirpdeca rod cuparos) to be. It is worth noting that the Syriac 


Version in St James ii. 16 (le2? mlaasi) answers to this revised 


translation of émtovows. Jas. ii. 16 might itself be based on Mat. vi. 82, if the 
gloss were not so natural (comp. Ex. xvi. 22 ra d¢éovra=DM, Prov. xxx. 8 ra 
déovra kal 7a atrdpxn= pn pnd). So Tert. de Oratione vi. (Panem enim peti 
mandat, quod solum fidelibus necessarium est; cetera enim nationes requirunt), 
and the familiar words ‘All things that be needful both for our souls and bodies.’ 
In the Peshito then may we not have the substitution of a familiar gloss for the 
unsatisfactory word of the Old Syriac, a substitution which would be in harmony, 
as the Old Syriac rendering was at variance, with the form of the clause in 
common use as preserved to us by Ephrem (see above p. 49f.)? We have the 
somewhat similar case of a well-known gloss derive’ from a phrase of the N. T. 
gaining a place in the text in the African Lat’ “4. vi. 18 (e.g. Cod. 
Bobiensis, ne passus fueris induci nos in tem’ preserves 
the gloss which has become part of the text :- 648 
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It seems impossible that the two words to-morrow and to-day 
could have stood side by side in the clause’, and Jerome disguises 
the contradiction lurking in his fusion of quotation and comment 
by the gloss which he slips in (crastinum, id est futurum). 


The evidence taken together is no doubt scanty; it must be so 
from the nature of the case. But when we cross-question such 
witnesses as we have, their testimony appears to me to be con- 
sistently and unanimously in favour of the theory that the original 
form of the clause in the Lord’s Prayer ran thus: ‘Give us our 
(or the) bread of the day.’ 

In reviewing the evidence we must remember that in such a 
reconstruction of the history of a phrase as I have attempted, there 
must necessarily be many hypotheses whose only support is mutual 
agreement and inherent likelihood. Further, the general result 
does not depend on the minute accuracy of each step of the 
reconstruction. To pretend to recall stages of change and revision 
which were bound up with the manifold life of the Church of 
the First Days, liturgical custom among Christian Hebrews and 
Christian Hellenists, the influence of oral tradition and written 
memoranda both in Aramaic and Greek, catechetical instruction, 
the teaching of Missionaries and other converts leaving the Mother 
Church at different times, the influence of usage and of transla- 
tion in the Churches which they founded, would be a palpable 
absurdity. An approximation to such a work is all we can hope for. 

The general result is this: 

(1) This petition of the Prayer refers to bodily needs’. 

(2) The epithet is temporal, not qualitative. 

(3) The epithet is not part of the original form of the petition, 
and is due to liturgical use. 

(4) All the phenomena may be reasonably explained if we 
assume, an assumption for which there is some independent 
evidence, that the clause originally was ‘Give us our (or the) bread 
of the day.’ 


1 On the Memphitic Version see note on p. 46. 

2 In Didaché x. 2, where we practically have the earliest exposition of the 
Lord’s Prayer, the reference to actual food comes first: ov, déorora mwavroxpdrop, 
Exricas Ta wdyra tvexa Tov dvduarés cov, rpophy re xal wordy Edwxas Tots avPpwros 
els awddavow, va co evxapioricwow, nuiv dé éxaplow mvevparixny Tpopiy kal morov 


cal fwiy aldviow da Tot watdds cov. 


ed 
aaa 





V. 


Kal AEC HMIN TA OEIAHMATA HMON, 

WC KAl HMEIC ADHKAMEN TOIC OelAéTaic HMON (St MarrHew). 
Kal AteC HMIN Tac AMapTiAc HMON, 

KAl fap aYTo! AdioMEN TIANTI GdEIAONTI HMIN (St Lux). 


Four problems are suggested by the variations in the two 
forms of this petition. 


(1) Which is the more original, the ta odetAnuara of St 
Matthew, or the rds dwaprias of St Luke? In the discussion of 
this question I again assume that the Old Syriac may be taken 
as representing approximately the original Aramaic. 

(a) Do the Syriac and the Greek words meaning ‘ forgive’ 
throw any light on the question ? 

The Syriac ©AQ-»s, the word in the Old and in the Vulgate 
Syriac, is not decisive. The late Hebrew word PAY (= to leave 
or desert, Dan. iv. 12, 20, 23; comp. Matt. xxvil. 46) is used 
(see Gesenius Thesaurus) in the Targums as an equivalent to 
MD and NW (= to forgive), words, which are not, I think, 
applied to the remission of a debt. The Syriac word is used both 
of the remission of a debt (Matt. xviii. 32, Lec. vii. 42) and of the 
forgiveness of sins (Rom. xi. 27, 2 Cor. ii. 10), 

The case of the Greek aduévas is somewhat different. This 
word indeed is used in the Lxx. to represent DDY (to remit a 
debt, Deut. xv. 1, 2), but it is also the common equivalent of 
the words meaning to ‘forgive sins,’ ie. NWI (eg. Gen. 1. 17, 
Ex, xxx. 32, Ps. xxv. 18), MD (eg. Lev. iv. 20, v. 10). 
In this latter sense the imperative ddes is very common in 
prayers (Gen. |. 17 dges avrois Hv déiciav kat THY dpaprtiay 
avta@v, Ex. xxxil. 32 ef pwév adels avrois tiv apaprlay avray 
ages, Numb. xiv. 19 dges thy dpaptiav T@ Aa@ TovTE, Pas. xxiv. 18 
Kal ages Tacas Tas auaptias pov). Compare Ecclus. xxviii. 2 
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ades adixnua TO WANaiov cov, Kai Tore SenOévtos cov ai dpapriat 
gov AvOnoovrat. Hence a Hellenist, familiar with the Lxx., 
would be under the temptation to strain a point in translation 
that he might secure the familiar sequence ddes ras duaprias. 

(b) But is there any ambiguity in the original word meaning 
‘debt’ to minimise the unfaithfulness of such a translation ? 

The word both in the Old and in the Vulgate Syriac is —1»2Qs. 
The verb as (= 3, ‘In Targg. persaepe pro hebr. DYN, 
NOM, Ges. Thes.), properly meaning ‘impar, haud capax, fuit’ 
(see Payne Smith Thes. Syr.), is frequently used in connexion 
with sin (e.g. Lev. iv. 22, 27), and defeat (eg. 2 Kings xiv. 12 
Hex., 1 Cor. vi. 7). It occurs also in the derived sense ‘debuit,’ 
eg. in Deut. xxiv. 10, Rom. xii. 8. Further, the causative 
signifies ‘reum fecit,’ ‘condemnavit,’ without any idea of debt, 
e.g. in Deut. xxv. 1, 1 Kings viii. 32, Matt. xii. 41, Le. vi. 37. More- 
over the substantive used in the Lord’s Prayer, though occurring 
in the phrase loan |;80 (lord of-the-debt, ie. creditor; Ex. 
xxii, 25, 1 Sam. xxii. 2, Le. vii. 41), yet in the plural means simply 
‘sins’ (Dan. ix. 20 ‘ my sins...the sins of my people’). The precise 
word used in the Lord’s Prayer (Qs), though in Col. ii. 14 
the context gives it the sense of ‘our-debts, is yet used without 
any thought of debt in Ex. xxxiv. 9. Hence, although in the 
Lord’s Prayer the words ‘our debtors’ fix the meaning, the word 
itself might be translated in Greek by rds awaprias judy. 

It is easy therefore to account for this Greek phrase tas 
duaprtias intruding itself as the equivalent of the original Aramaic 
word here meaning ‘debts’; and thus I am led by quite another 
road to Mr Page’s conclusion (Hapositor, 3rd Series, vol. vii. p. 437) 
that ‘we seem to have...in Matthew a more accurate reproduction 
of the original.’ 


(2) The Didaché has ryv odecknv nudy in place of ta 
opecAnuata nuov. A sufficient explanation of the variation in 
the Didaché might perhaps be found in Matt. xvii. 32 madcap 
Thv opetrny éxeiyny adjxa oot. But the variation may, I think, 
be better explained as reflecting a slightly different reading of 
the original Aramaic. The difference between —OQ» (our-debt) 


and —s2Qs (our-debts) is very small. 
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(3) The phrase in St Luke wavti odetdovte nuiv, as con 
pared with that in St Matthew rots opevrérars nu@y, has th 
appearance of a paraphrastic rendering. We can hardly dout 


that the terse Da (our-debtors) is more likely to be th 
original than aS Qos od (to-every-one who-is-indebte 
to-us). 


(4) There remains still the more perplexing variation, ws K¢ 
nuets adnxapev (St Matthew), cai yap avroi adiowev (St Luke). 

In St Matthew the Old Syriac has, 

0022) ew} 2}. sa] 
will- (or may-) remit we also as (or in-order-that) 
In St Luke, 
wOADe) eins 20 
will-remit we and-also 

The Old Syriac, it will be noticed, has the ‘future’ in bot 
Gospels; in both Gospels the Vulgate Syriac substitutes th 
‘perfect.’ There is therefore strong reason to believe that th 
‘future’ is the original form. This supposition 1s supported b 
the adionev of St Luke and the adieuev of the Didaché. But - 
this be so, is not the original connexion between the two parts 
the petition the simple form preserved by the Old Syriac of Li 
x1. 4, ‘remit to us and we also will remit’1? The whole petitio 
becomes thus a prayer and a promise, a prayer for forgiveness, an 
a promise that the suppliant will forgive. This interpretatio 
has very strong support in the parable of the unmerciful servan 
(Matt. xviti. 23 ff.). Here the divine forgiveness precedes, and ; 
represented as the model of, human forgiveness (comp. Col. ii 
13, Eph. iv. 32). The servant is forgiven, but lacks the grac 
to forgive. The remission of the debt which he owed become 
invalid, when he refuses remission to another. 

It is remarkable that this view of the petition in the Lord 
Prayer is supported by what I believe is the earliest reference t 
the words in Christian literature. In his letter to the Philippian 
(c. 6) Polycarp writes, e¢ ovy dedpefa tod xupiou va Hyiy adi 
opethopen Kai nuets agdievat. That Polycarp is here referring t 
the Lord’s Prayer is put beyond dispute by the fact that he refer 


1 See the additional note on p. 57. 
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in the following chapter to the next clause of the Lord's Prayer, 
and by the mode in which this reference is introduced: denoecw 
airovpevot Tov TavTemomrny Oeoy pn ELoeveryKely NGS Els TrELpac LoD. 
The evidence derived from Tertullian, the earliest witness to the 
Latin text of the New Testament, is at one with that of Polycarp. 
It is given in the additional note at the end of this section (p. 58). 

One point more in this connexion remains. Matt. vi. 14, 15 
and Mc. xi. 25 seem somewhat out of place where they stand, the 
former passage singling out for emphasis one petition of the Lord’s 
Prayer at the close of the section of the Sermon on the Mount 
which deals with prayer, the latter following the lesson of faith 
drawn from the withered fig-tree. Is it rash to suggest that they 
are re-settings of the words in which the Lord sums up the 
lesson of the parable, ofrws nai 6 jwaTnp pov 6 ovpavios Troinoes 
Upiv édv pn adite Exactos TO adeAPO' avTov aro TaV Kapdiav 
vuov? In that case the éay yap adifre...adnoe Kai vyiv 6 
matnp upey of St Matthew (vi. 14, cf. Le. vi. 37) and the adéere... 
iva xal 6 Tatnp Uuav...ad7y vutv of St Mark (xi. 25) will refer, in 
accordance with the teaching of the parable, to the continuance 
and consummation of the divine forgiveness; though the language 
has perhaps been slightly altered in accordance with the Hellenistic 
translation of the Lord’s Prayer, ws cat nets adyxapev (comp. Ep. 
Clem. 13, Ep. Polyce. 2). 

In this part of the petition St Luke seems to me to preserve a 
form nearer to the original as far as the verb (adioyev) is con- 
cerned. Neither Gospel very exactly reproduces what appears to 
be the original connexion of the clauses. 


NOTE ON SyRIAC VERSIONS OF THIS CLAUSE (see p. 56). 


I am inclined to think that the Old Syriac of St Luke represents the 
traditional form?. (i) It is not here a translation of the Greek, as it omits 


the all important yap. Contrast the Peshito my cl 2). (ii) Though 


1 In Westcott and Hort’s text should not rg adekgy be printed in uncials? 
See Deut. xv. 2, 3 (rdv adAdbrprov arairices boa édy 7 co wap’ aity, TY 5¢ ddeAPw ou 
(Cod. B rod ddeAgod) adeow mowfoes toi xpéovs cov). The old command is (1) 
widened, for the Lord’s whole teaching gave a new meaning to brotherhood (Lc. x. 
27 ff.); (2) deepened, by the addition of awo ray xapdiwy buav. 

2 No argument can be founded on the fact that the Arabic of Ciasca’s Tatian 
has the perfect, ‘as we have forgiven,’ for it seems certain that this text has been 
largely modernised. See Harris The Diatessaron of Tatian yp. 5. 
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Ephrem (iii. p. 641) has what is substantially the Vulgate Syriac, Aphraat 
twice quotes the petition as it is in the Old Syriac of St Matthew, excey 
that the connecting word between the clauses is (2| 9) Io. The passagt 
are worth quoting in full. (a) Homilies of Aphraates ed. Wright p. Le 
Hom. 2, § 14. ‘Again when the Lord taught His disciples the Prayer, H 
said to them, Thus shall ye pray, Forgive us our debts and also we wi 
forgive (QQQe3 —2 0) our debtors, And again He said, If the 
bring thy gift to the altar...... (Matt. v. 23, 24), lest when any one pra: 
eth, Forgive us our debts and also we will forgive our debtors, he 1 
caught out of his own mouth, and it be said to him by Him who receivet 
(or, him who beareth up, i.e. Gabriel) his prayer, Thou dost not forgi\ 


(As| a2.» 1) As]) him who is indebted to thee, how shall they forgi' 


(-2Q2-9) thee? And so thy prayer shall remain on the earth.’ (6) p. t 
Hom. 4, § 7. ‘Forgive us our debts that also we may forgive (eto QD 
©02.e.)!; but there is another reading eiw| 2lo=‘and also we’) o1 
debtors,..... Thou prayest that it should be forgiven thee, and thou professe 
that thou dost (or wilt) forgive (As] 299). Think first within thy mir 
whether thou forgivest; then profess that thou dost (or wilt) forgive. For 
not lie to God and say I do (or will) forgive (Ls 2.9), when thou dost n 
forgive (A3| O29). [Matt. v. 23f. is then quoted]......If He finds in tt 
prayer, Forgive me and I do (or will) forgive (Ls] 2.90), then shall it | 
said to him that prayeth by him that beareth up the prayer (i.e. Gabrie! 
First forgive thy debtor, then will I also bear up thy prayer before tl 
creditor (i.e. God): do thou forgive a hundred pence according to thy pover 
and thy creditor will forgive thee a thousand talents according to His grea 
ness.’ In these passages Aphraates seems to treat OQ2.@.3 as a presen 
using the participle to represent it; but the thought of the present seems | 
merge into that of the future in several clauses. But however Aphraat 
interprets the words himself, his evidence as to the current form of tl 
clause is clear, for in the second passage the context seems to require ak 
and not 2). It should be added in reference to Aphraates’ use of tl 
participle in his paraphrases that the Jerusalem Syriac has the plur 
participle —2O2-» in the second clause of the petition. 
The Old Syriac and Aphraates’ comments on it find a curious parallel i 
Tertullian’s reference to the Latin Version of the clause. Tertullian does m 
quote, so far as I know, the second clause of the petition for forgivenes 


1 This is the reading in the form of the Lord’s Prayer found in the Syriac Ae 
of Judas Thomas (ed. Wright, vol. i. p. =" ; vol. il. p. 279 Eng. Tr.). Ti 
whole clause is remarkable, ‘ Forgive us our debts and our sins, that we too may fo 


give our debtors.’ I have to thank Prof. Bensly for pointing out to me th 
reference. 
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Neither in de Oratione vii. nor in adv. Marcionem iv. 26 does he give us the 
exact words. In the former passage however he gives the following gloss: ‘Quod 
idem servus a domino liberatus non perinde parcit debitori suo ac propterea 
ree tortori delegatur......eo competit, quod remittere nos quoque profitemur 
debitoribus nostris. Jam et alibi ex hac specie orationis, Remittite, inquit, et 
remittetur vobis.’ Again, in the tract de Pudicitia ii. he writes, ‘ Dimittis 
autem, ut dimittatur tibi a deo. Delicta mundantur quae quis in fratrem, 
non deum admiserit. Debitoribus denique dimissuros nos in oratione profite- 
mur. This latter passage (dimissuros) certainly appears to suggest that in 
some Old Latin copies the reading in the Prayer was dimittemus. I do 
not know that there is any Ms. authority for such a reading. Cyprian’s text 
and comment (de Oratione Dom.) seem clearly in favour of the common 
reading and interpretation: ‘Scientes impetrari non posse quod pro peccatis 
petimus, nisi et ipsi circa debitores nostros paria fecerimus.’ 


As these sheets are passing through the press, I notice that Prof. Marshall 
in his article on the Aramaic Gospel in the current number of the Expositor 
(April, 1891) discusses this petition of the Prayer. His remarks confirm what 
I have said on the variation cg@etAnpara and apaprias. It seems to me how- 
ever that his method of accounting for the variation ws cat jets (Matt.) and 
kai yap avroi (Lc.) is open to criticism. He writes thus: ‘The [Aramaic] word 
for “as,” “sicut” is 893. The equivalent of “for” in this connexion is N93, 
“in co,” “quatenus,” “seeing that.” The difference in Aramaic is therefore 
merely that of two letters very much alike and easily confounded.’ But in 
the first place this suggestion, ingenious as it is, neglects the evidence of the 
Syriac Versions as a guide to the original Aramaic (see above p. 39 n.). And 
in the second place yap does not seem to me so obvious an equivalent of N92, 
the meaning of which Buxtorf (Lex. Chald.) gives as in quantum, quatenus, 
in eo, de eo, a8 to lead one to think that it would expel the word os (=ND5) 
already familiar; in fact os would be nearer to NDO3 than yap would be. If 
such a confusion of Aramaic words alike in sound is to be postulated to ac- 
count for the variation, it would be simpler to suppose that the Aramaic 
words were PS (7}) and *3. I think however that the Old Syriac of Lec. 
xi. 4 preserves the original connexion of the two parts of this petition. In 
the version given by St Matthew this petition is modelled after the type 
of the petitions in the earlier part of the Prayer (p. 40 f.) as preserved in his 
Gospel—human forgiveness must correspond to (gs) divine forgiveness, just 
as the earthly doing of the Will, the coming of the Kingdom, and the hallow- 
ing the Name should correspond to (és) the heavenly. St Luke gives a 
version of the clause (current perhaps in the Apostolic Churches of Macedonia 
and Greece) which aims at a more idiomatic Greek rendering. Here however, 
ius so often, we want a knowledge of the text of the Diatessaron. 


—E “ 
—S_ 


VI. 


KAl MH €ICENEKHC HMAC €IC TIEIPACMON. 


THE last word of the clause suggests a question of intere 
with which it will be convenient to deal at once. The Syri: 
versions have a word which, as it 1s obvious to remark, accordir 
to its vocalization may be either singular (Lia1205, temptatio. 
or plural (lsacn3, temptations). There is the same ambiguit 
in regard to St Luke xxi. 28 (2302003, my temptations, « 
230.200}, my temptation). 

It is therefore at least possible that the original form of th 
petition was ‘Bring us not into temptations, and such a fort 
would be in harmony with the circumstances of our Lord 
temptation (7ravta weipacpov Le. iv. 13), and with the phras 
mowxiror meipaopwot which is common to St James (i. 2) an 
St Peter (1 Pet. i. 6)'. The Old Syriac, it may be added, reads i 
St Luke xxi. 40 ‘Pray that ye enter not among temptations’ (se 
below p. 62 n.), where the preposition shews that the noun is plura 
Further, in this form the petition would perhaps present les 
difficulty when viewed from a theological and religious stand 
point. The evidence however does not seem to warrant mor 
than the suggestion of the possibility that this may have bee 
the earliest form. 


The words pn eioevéyxns invite discussion in more direction 
than one. 


1 In 2 Pet. ii. 9 (ol5ev Kuptos evoeBets éx metpacnod piecOa), which is vei 
possibly a reminiscence of the Lord’s Prayer, there is considerable authority { 
the plural mecpacpwyr. 
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I. The Syriac versions, as probably representing the original 
Aramaic, are of special interest here. The Old Syriac in St Luke 
has 


boarcorS ol Lo 


into-temptation(s?) make-us-to-enter and-do-not 


The Vulgate Syriac in both Gospels adopts these words’. The 
Old Syriac of St Matthew has AZ (make-us-to-come). The 
fact that the Vulgate Syriac has in both Gospels the phrase 
make-us-to-enter tends to shew that this was the current traditional 
form. Other reasons also, which will appear immediately, point to 
the conclusion that this word ‘ make-us-to-enter’ is the original. 

In discussing the interpretation of the words amo tov rrovnpod 
I shall have to point out the close connexion between the Lord’s 
Prayer and the sayings of the Lord on the night of the betrayal 
(see below p.108f.). Fresh links come into view when we turn to 
the Syriac versions. 

The Old Syriac rendering of St Luke xxii. 40, 46 is happily 
preserved in the Curetonian fragments. 

v.40 mpocevyerbe pr) eioedOely eis mretpacpov. 

temptations among  ye-enter that-not pray-ye 
v.46 mpocevyecbe iva jn eioérXOnte eis revpacmov. 
bosmiS asl fr ad, 
into-temptation(s?) ye-enter that-not pray-ye 

The Syriac Vulgate has in both places the words which the 
Old Syriac has in v. 46. 

In St Matthew xxvi. 41 (apocevyecbe tva pn eloéXOnte eis 
Tetpagpov) and in St Mark xiv. 38 (apocevyeoOe iva un EXOnTe 
els Tetpacpov), verses which are wanting in what remains to us of 
the Old Syriac, the Syriac Vulgate has the same words as it has 
in the two passages just cited from St Luke. 

A comparison of these passages in the Syriac versions suggests 
the following conclusions: (1) The same verb which is used in the 
Peal in St Matthew xxvi. 41, St Mark xiv. 38, St Luke xxii. 40, 


1 The SEZ in the Vg. Syr. of St Luke is only a difference of form. The 
Arabic of Ciasca’s Tatian has ‘make us not to enter,’ 


62 THE LORD'S PRAYER IN THE EARLY CHURCH. 


46 is used in the Aphel in the Lord’s Prayer as the clause is given 
by both versions in St Luke, and by the Vulgate in St Matthew. 
The close relation therefore between the Lord’s Prayer and the 
history of the evening of the betrayal, which a study of the 
Greek Gospels suggests, is strongly confirmed. (2) So far as a 
single case can be urged, the revelation of a harmony, so natural 
and so simple, between the Lord’s words spoken at different times, 
supports the theory that our Lord spoke in Aramaic and that 
His sayings were current in that language. (3) The gloss (for 
such, however ancient, I suppose it to be) in the Old Syriac in 
St Luke xxii. 40 ‘among temptations’ seems to point to the plural 
interpretation of ba. being the common one’. (4) Lastly 
and chicfly we seem to have a clear indication that the verb 
in the petition originally was, oil (make-us-to-enter). This 
indication is confirmed in two directions. (a) In St James i. 
2 (Tay Teipacpois mepiméonte Trovxidols) the Vulgate Syriac 
has Ho.mi es (ye-enter into-temptations). Here there is 
no attempt to represent the somewhat remarkable word repi- 
méonte: a word which, it may be noted in passing, seems to 
suggest that St James had some such phrase in his mind as that 
which is represented by the Old Syriac of St Luke xxii. 40 (‘enter 
among temptations’). Of the other passages in the New Testament 
where the word occurs, one (Acts xxvil. 41) is somewhat different 
from our present passage; in the other, viz. St Luke x. 30 (kai 
Anotais Tepiémecev), the two great Syriac versions endeavour to 
give an adequate rendering of the word, the Old Syriac having ‘he 
fell into the hands of robbers, the Vulgate ‘there fell upon him 
robbers.’ In St James however it seems as if the Syriac translator 
could not help reproducing the familiar juxtaposition, ‘ enter, 
‘temptation?., (b) The word eiodépew is the natural Greek 


equivalent of such an Aramaic word as As}. Except in five 


1 The plural appears regularly to follow the preposition Aaa (=among): see 
Matt. xiii. 7, xxviii. 15, Me. ii. 8, 23, Le, i. 25, vi. 1, viii. 48, xvi. 15, John x, 39, 
xi. 54, xxi. 23, Acts ii. 9, vii. 2. 

2 We might have expected a similar turn in the Syriac translation of 1 Tim. 
vi. 9 (éurlrrovow els wetpacpdv xal waylda). But here the literal rendering is 
accounted for by the metaphor which follows and by the need of conformity with 
the translation of the cognate phrases e/s xplua éum. tod SuaBdrov (iii. 6), els dveske pie 
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passages out of the eighty in which it is found in the LXxx., 
etopépey is the translation of N°3N, a Hebrew word which very 
frequently is represented in the Syriac by the Aphel form \\s}. 

If this account of the original phrase is true, and if we may 
look to the Syriac word rather than to the Greek as a guide to the 
true meaning of the petition, light is thrown on the difficulties 
which have often been found in this prayer. There is a certain 
elasticity about the so-called causative voices. They sometimes 
approach a permissive sense. So it may be here. Certainly the 
notion of deliberate guidance has no necessary place in the Syriac 
word. The fact that this idea of guidance is not prominent in 
eladépev, especially when it is contrasted with the other 
equivalents of N'3M in the LXX. viz., dyew, eiowyerv, and more 
rarely wpocayeiv, may have been the reason why the Hellenistic 
‘Brethren’ chose this word to stand in the Lord’s Prayer rather 
than the other possible renderings of the Aramaic. 


II. The last subject touched on makes it an easy transition 
to pass from the Syriac versions to two glosses which found their 
way into certain forms of the Old Latin version. 

(1) In two passages Augustine deals with an interesting 
form of this clause found in some Old Latin authorities, 

In the first, de Sermone Domini (Migne P. L. 34 p. 1282), 
he writes thus: 

‘Et ne nos inferas in temptationem. Nonnulli codices habent 
inducas, quod tantumdem valere arbitror; nam ex uno Graeco 
quod dictum est etoevéyxns utrumque translatum est. Multi 
autem precando ita dicunt, ne nos patiaris induct in temptationem, 
exponentes videlicet quomodo dictum sit «inducas. Sabatier, 
referring to this passage, notes that Augustine himself is con- 
sistent in the use of ‘inferas’ in this clause. 

Again, in de Dono Perseveranizae vi. (Migne P. L. 45 p. 1000) 
Augustine writes as follows : 

‘Unde sic orant nonnulli et legitur in codicibus plurimis et hoc 
sic posuit beatissimus Cyprianus: ne patiaris nos induct in temp- 


éum. kal waylda Tod SaPddov (iii. 7). The word N'2M appears in Jewish prayers 
in connexion with temptation. ‘The Jews’ Morning Prayer (cf. Berakoth 60 b) has 


the petition, 3D) "...19N73N ON’ (Dr Taylor Sayings p. 141f.). 
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tationem. In Evangelio tamen Graeco nusquam inveni nisi ne 
nos tnferas in temptationem.’ 

In these two passages Augustine makes three assertions, which 
we may consider in the following order, giving to the first of them 
a somewhat larger scope. 

(a) The words ne nos patiaris induct in temptationem are 
found in some Latin writings, and first occur in Cyprian. 

The writer commonly called Arnobius Junior (Migne P. LZ. 53), 
the inferior limit of whose date is the Eutychian controversy, in 
the dialogue called de Deo Trino et Uno (Lib, ii. ch. xxx.) assumes 
this as the true reading. ‘Qui autem orat et dicit, ne nos induct 
patiaris in temptationem, non utique id orat ut homo sit...neque 
id orat ut habeat lberum arbitrium,...neque orat peccatorum 
remissionem...sed orat plane ut faciat mandatum. Orat ut non 
peccet, hoc est, ne quid faciat mali.’ 

The same form of the clause is given in a Sermon (lxxxiv.) 
printed in the Appendix to Augustine’s Sermons. The passage 
is quoted below p. 67 f. 

The passage in Cyprian (de Oratione Dom.) is clear, and is as 
follows: 

‘Illud quoque necessarie monet Dominus ut in oratione 
dicamus Ht ne patiaris nos induct in temptationem. Qua in parte 
ostenditur nihil contra nos adversarium posse, nisi Deus ante 
permiserit, ut omnis timor noster et devotio atque observatio ad 
Deum convertatur, quando in temptationibus nostris nihil malo 
liceat, nisi potestas inde tribuatur.’ 

I have italicised the words in which Cyprian dwells on the 
peculiar form of the clause as he accepts it. 

It should further be noticed that Hartel, whose text is follow- 
ed above, records two variations of reading in Cyprian’s quotation 
from the Lord's Prayer: (i) Cod. Veronensis substitutes passus 
fueris for patiaris, (11) Cod. Sangallensis and Cod. Veronensis have 
induct nos. 

(6) The reading has found its way into several Mss. (1) ‘The 
close affinity of Cod. Bobiensis (k) with Cyprian,’ so writes Bp 
Wordsworth (Old-Latin Biblical Texts, No. i. p. lxvii), is ‘the first 
and surest clue that we have to guide us through the maze’ of 
the questions connected with the early history of the Old Latin 
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Version. This MS, reads ne passus fueris induct nos in temptatione. 
(2) Cod. Colbertinus (c), which gives (see below p. 158) a ‘mixed’ 
Latin text, has ne passus nos fueris induct in temptationem. 
Sabatier gives ne patiaris nos induct as the reading of (3) Cod. 
Sangermanensis (g*), and of (4) gat., a MS. of the Hieronymian text 
of the Gospels at St Gatien’s, Tours. To these must be added two 
MSS. referred to in the critical note on Matt. vi. 13 in Bp. Words- 
worth and Mr White’s edition of the Vulgate text of St Matthew, 
viz. (5) ‘Cod. Dublinensis olim Armachanus (Book of Armagh),’ 
(6) “Cod. Evang. Rushworthianus vel ‘Gospels of Mac Regol.’” 
Both of these ss. read ne patiaris nos induct. 

The evidence derived from the mss., taken with that of the 
Latin writers quoted above, shews (i) that the gloss took more than 
one form; (ii) that it appears in the text at almost the earliest 
date at which we have evidence in regard to the African Version, 
and that it was widely known, though not commonly adopted into 
the text of the Gospel. 

(c) ‘Sic orant nonnulli, ‘multi precando ita dicunt,’ such 1s 
Augustine's account of the form of the petition which we are con- 
sidering. It was common in devotional use; hence it gained 
currency. 

Three passages of Tertullian are instructive in this connexion. 
I will quote them in the probable order of date. 

De Oratione viii. ‘ne nos inducas in temptationem, id est, ne nos 
patiaris induci ab eo utique qui temptat.’ 

De Fuga ii. ‘ Erue nos a maligno, id est, ne nos induxeris in 
temptationem permittendo nos maligno. Tunc enim eruimur 
diaboli manibus, cum ill non tradimur in temptationem.’ 

Adv. Marcionem iv. 26 ‘Quis non sinet nos deduci in tempta- 
tionem? Quem poterit temptator non timere, an qui a primordio 
temptatorem angelum praedamnavit ?’ 

The thought of the divine permission in the matter of tempta- 
tion 1s the turning point of Tertullian’s interpretation of the last 
two clauses of the Prayer, as later on (see p. 134 f.) will appear 
more clearly. In these passages we see the words in which that 
thought found expression in the very act, as it were, of securing a 
place for themselves in the text. In the passage from de Fuga 
the thought is clearly expressed; in the earlier passage from de 


CG; 5 
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Oratione the form which in Cyprian is part of the prayer itself 
given as the proper expansion of the petition; in the treati 
against Marcion, the thought of permission must needs be includ 
in a hasty reference to the clause. Thus the gloss is alrex 
laying aside its guise and boldly assuming a higher place. 

' There is no need to suppose that Tertullian is the author 
this scholium. He is probably only repeating a devotional adapt 
tion, already current, of a hard saying. That this adaptation 
duc to liturgical usage will appear presently, when the discussi 
of the other kindred gloss on this petition has cleared the way f 
an investigation into their common origin. For the present it 
sufficient to notice that the gloss now under consideration 
ultimately to be traced back to the words of St Paul in 1 Cor. 
12, 13, which seemed to offer an authoritative explanation of tl 
petition. The Pauline passage is not quoted by Tertullis 
Cyprian however (Zestimonia i). 91) represents it thus, ‘Temptat 
vos non occupabit nisi humana. Fidelis autem Deus, qui n 
patietur vos temptari super quod potestis, sed faciet cum tempt 
tione etiam evadendi facultatem, ut possitis tolerare’.’ 


(2) The passage of St Paul however was pressed into t: 
service by Latin writers in another way. It had helped them 
soften down the difficult ne nos inducas. It also suggested 
limitation of temptatio. This gloss appears to be later than t. 
former; it hung about the actual text, but has not, so far as 
know, been found in any MS. 

I quote in full, as they are instructive in many ways, tl 
passages referred to by Sabatier. 

Hilary wn Ps. exvi. (Migne P. L. 9 p. 510) ‘Scientes qu 
dem frequenter nos ab co ob temptationes derelinqui, ut per e 
fides nostra probabilis fiat. Verumtamen secundum Propheta 
ne nos penitus derelinquat deprecandus est: ait enim, Non n 
derelinquas usquequaque nimis. Quod et in dominicae oratior 

1 T quote Hartel’s text. He notices that (1) Cod. A (= Cod. biblioth. Sessorian; 
saec. vil.) has quod ferre potestis; (2) Cod. W (=Cod. Wiirzeburgensis) has p 
ventum facultatis in place of evad. facult. The Vulgate (Cod. Amiatinus) b 
‘Temptatio vos non adprehendat nisi humana. Fidelis autem Deus est, qui n 


patietur vos temptari super id quod potestis, sed faciet cum temptatione etiam P! 
ventum, ut poxssitis sustinere.’ 
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ordine continetur, cum dicitur Von derelinquas nos} in temptatione 
quam ferre non possimus. Scit Apostolus derelinqui nos ad 
temptandum; sed novit et mensuram infirmitatis nostrae Deum 
nosse, dicens Fidelis est Deus, qui non permittat nos temptart super 
quam possumus. Job Deus temptationi permittens a iure diaboli 
potestatem animae elus excerpsit.’ 

Chromatius Bp of Aquileia, a contemporary and supporter of 
Chrysostom, a friend of Ambrose, Jerome, and Rufinus (Migne 
P. L. 20 p. 362) ‘Dehinc ait Ht ne nos inducas in temptationem, 
sed lubera nos a malo....Non ergo ne in toto tentemur oramus, sed 
ne supra quam virtus fidei patitur temptationi tradamur; quod 
ipsum in alio libro Evangelii [he is here commenting on the 
Sermon on the Mount in St Matthew] ostensum est: sic enim 
scriptum est Hi ne nos unferas in temptationem, quam sufferre non 
possumus. Apostolus quoque, ut id ipsum ostenderet, ita testatus 
est, dicendo Fidelis autem Deus, qui non patitur temptari super id 
quod potestis, sed faciet cum temptatione etiam transgressum, ut 
possitis tolerare. Et ideo non illam temptationem a nobis auferri, 
quae esse potest utilis, deprecamur, sed illam, quae ad fidei nostrae 
eversionem modum infirmitatis excedit. Et idcirco congrue et 
necessario in fine orationis etiam l:berari nos postulamus a malo, 
qui fidem nostram diversis temptationibus quotidie expugnare non 
desinit, a qua nos non immerito quotidiana oratione deprecamur, 
ne immissionibus ipsius impediti praecepta divina minime possimus 
implere.’ The masculine interpretation of a malo is to be noticed. 

Jerome in Ezek. xlvui. 16 (Migne P. L. 25 p. 484) ‘Cumque 
recesserimus ab aquilone, vento frigidissimo, transimus ad meri- 
diem, et post ortum in nobis lumen scientiae, occasum fortitudinum 
formidamus, nequaquam praeterita sed futura considerantes, nec 
habentes certam virtutis possessionem sed quotidie in oratione 
dicentes, Ve inducas nos in temptationem quam ferre non possumus.’ 

Augustine De Serm. Dom. 1. 9 ‘ Aliud est induci in temptati- 
onem, aliud temptari...Inducimur enim si tales acciderint quas 
Jerre non possumus. This passage is not noticed in Sabatier. 

Pseudo-Augustine Serm. Ixxxiv. (Migne P. L. 39 p. 1909) 
‘Et ne patiaris nos induct in temptationem quam ferre non possumus, 

1 Here is another Scriptural gloss making its way into the text. Comp. Ps. 
cxviii. 8 (non me derelinquas usquequaque), xxvi. 9, xxxvii. 22, xx. 9. 
5—2 
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Vide quid dicat quam ferre non pussumus: non dicit, non induc 
nos in temptationem; sed quasi athleta talem vult temptatione 
quam ferre possit humana conditio, et unusquisque ut a malo, hi 
est, ab inimico et a peccato, liberetur. Potens est autem Domini 
qui abstulit peccatum vestrum, et delicta vestra donavit, tuerl | 
custodire vos adversum diaboli adversantis insidias, ut non vob 
obrepat inimicus, qui culpam generare consuevit’.. ‘The masculir 
interpretation of a malo again should be noticed. 


Hitherto we have confined our attention to Latin writers in r 
ference to both these glosses. It isin Latin writers that they bot 
attach themselves to the text of the Prayer, though it is only th 
first of them which has gained a place in extant Latin copies « 
the N.T. But it is important to remark that the first gloss i 
found in a fragment of Dionysius of Alexandria (Migne P. G. 1 
p- 1601, see below p. 140) wat 57) Kat pn eloevéyens nuds et 
Telpacpoy’ TouTégTL, yn eaons Huas eumeceiy Ets Tretpacpor 
where 1 Tim. vi. 9 is combined with 1 Cor. x. 18. Further, : 
similar phrase embedded in a prayer has been already quote 
(p. 33) from Agathangelus, 6 éacas éreNOciv jyiv tov Twetpacpo: 
tovtov. I have pointed out that there appears to be a larg: 
liturgical element in Agathangelus, and this fact at once suggest 
that we have only partially followed up the clue given in Augus 
tine’s words (p. 63), ‘sic orant nonnulli,’ ‘multi precando it: 
dicunt.. Compare Jerome (above p. 67) ‘quotidie in oration 
dicentes.’ The true origin of these allied glosses appears at onc 
when we turn to the following passages from the Liturgies*. 

Liturgy of Alexandria (Swainson p. 6) px) eloevéyans nuas et 
Tetpacuov, Ov vieveyKety ov Suvayeba. The Embolismus of th 
same Liturgy (Swainson p. 62 f., Hammond p. 189) vat xupu 
KUple, Ln EeloeveyKns...7ovnpov. oldev yap 1 TOAAN cov ev 
omrayyxvia, ore ov Suvaweba vreveyneiy bia THY TOAAHY Ud 


1 This whole passage is also found in Pseudo-Ambrose de Sacramentis v. 4. 29. 

* Dr Hort has already suggested this explanation. After speaking of th 
doxology, he adds (Notes on Select Readings p. 9), ‘Another apparently liturgies 
interpolation occurs in several Latin Fathers, the addition of quam ferre (su 
ferre) non possunus to temptationem: it is not known to exist in any Latin ms, c 
the Gospel itself.’ He does not notice the first gloss. 
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aoOéverav* adda Tolncov cuv TO Tetpague@ Kal THY ExBacw, TOD 
Svvacbar nuds vrreveyxety. 

Liturgy of St James (Swainson p. 225 f.) pica: nyds...uy 
atrootnans ag nav thy onv BonOerav, undé Baputépas ths 
npetépas Suvvapews tratdeias érayayns ny. The Embolismus of 
the same Liturgy (Swainson p. 306 f, Hammond p. 48) pn 
eloevéyKns nuas els Teipacpoy, KUple, KUpte TOV SuVvdpewv, OV 
UmeveyKeiy ov Suvapeba, 6 cidas Thy dcbéveray nuav, AAA picat 
K.T.X. 

The Syriac Liturgy of St James (Swainson p. 348, Hammond 
p. 78) has, ‘Domine, Deus noster, ne inducas nos in temptationem, 
quam virtute destituti sustinere non possimus, [sed fac etiam cum 
tentatione proventum, ut possimus sustinere, | et libera.... 

The Embolismus of the Coptic Liturgy (Hammond p. 223) ne 
nos inducas in temptationem, neque permitias ullam iniquitatem 
in nos dominari. 

A consideration of this liturgical evidence, of the passages 
from Tertullian and Cyprian (above pp. 64, 65), of the fact that 
neither of these two glosses occurs in any known Greek text of 
the N.T., and that only one of them is found in any known Latin 
text of the N.T., and lastly of the analogy of other additions to 
and adaptations of the Prayer, seems to me to prove that they 
made their way from the Liturgies into (or towards) the text of 
the N.T., and not vice versa. The further fact that these glosses 
occur in writers who are separated from each other in time and 
in circumstance, and that they are found in Liturgies belonging 
to different families, shews very clearly that they must be due to 
very early liturgical usage. 


Note on an English Version of this clause in the King’s Book 
(1543). 


The Institution of a Christian Man, 1537, often called the Bishops’ Book, 
has on the clause And leade us not into temptation the following comment : 
‘For the more playne declaration of the sixth petition we thinke it convenient 
that all byshops and preachers shall instructe and teache the people...that 
our Savior Jesus Christ teacheth us not in this sixth peticion, to praye unto 
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god our father, that we shulde be clerely without al temptation, but tha 
wol not suftre us to be led into temptation.... Sayncte Paule sayth, 
trewe and faythfull god wol not suffre us to be tempted above that we n 
beare, but he wol turne temptation to our profit, that we maye sustey 
and overcome it.’ This exposition is substantially repeated in the Wece: 
Erudition of any Christian Man, 1543, often called the King’s Book. 
here the petition in the Prayer itself is And lette us not be ledde into ten 
tion. The history of the clause in Tertullian and Cyprian curiously rey 
itself, though the explanation of the history may be quite different in the 
epochs. I do not know that this gloss is found in any other English Ve 
of the Prayer. 


VII. 
BAAA PYcal HMAC ATO TOY TIONHpOY (St MarrHew), 


In a discussion of the interpretation of this clause three distinct 
questions require investigation: (1) the meaning of the prepo- 
sitions azo and é« after pueoOar and kindred verbs; (2) the origin, 
meaning and use of the term 6 zrovnpds; (3) the evidence as to 
the gender of azro rob rrovnpod to be derived from (i) the Gospels, 
(ii) the Epistles, (iii) early Christian literature, (iv) the earliest 
Versions. 

Frequent reference will be made to the friendly controversy 
of two great scholars, who have since then passed away. It was 
opened by Canon Cook’s Protest against the change in the last 
petition of the Lord's Prayer...a letter to the Bishop of London, 
dated four days after the publication on May 17, 1881, of the 
Revised Version of the New Testament. Bishop Lightfoot’s three 
letters in answer to Canon Cook appeared in the Guardian on the 
7th, 14th, and 21st of the following September’. Canon Cook 
replied by a full statement of his case in a Second Letter dated 
26 November, 1881*. It would be indeed unbecoming to praise 
the learning of the two disputants: but, as I shall have occasion 
more than once to criticise Canon Cook’s arguments, I may perhaps 
be allowed to pay a respectful tribute to the chastened and almost. 
pathetic earnestness with which the veteran scholar pleaded his 
cause. Yet even such masters of the reaper's craft have left a few 
ears for humbler gleaners to gather. 


1. The prepositions aro and é« after precOat. 


When used with full accuracy azo, the correlative of pos, 


1 While this is passing through the press I learn that Bp Lightfoot’s three 
letters are being reprinted in the third edition of his volume On a Fresh Revision. 

2 Canon Cook’s protest had the enthusiastic support of Dean Burgon, The 
Revision Revised, p. 214 ff. 
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denotes motion from, emphasising the idea of direction; éx, t 
correlative of eds, denotes motion out of, emphasising the idea 
emergence. Thus, for example, the two prepositions are us 
correctly in the following verse of the Apocalypse (xxi. 2): « 
THv Tod THY ayiav lepoveadnp xany eldov xataBaivovcay 
Tov ovpavov até Tov Beod'. When then azo is used with a ve 
meaning deliverance, it properly implies nothing more than th 
the threatened danger has been averted. A person has be 
in the neighbourhood of peril, and has been withdrawn unharme 
The preposition é« following a verb of this class properly express 
the further notion that the person delivered has been brought o 
of the very area of danger itself. Instances of this full meanir 
are: Ps. xxxiii. 20 (LXX.) woAAal ai Ortes tav Sixcaiwv, x 


éx twacay avtdv (Hebr. D7 2') pvceras avrovs*: and agai 
Jude 5 Kuptos Nady ex yns Aliyurtov cwcas. But as a matt 
of fact is this distinction invariably or commonly observed in tl 
LXx. and in the New Testament? The answer with regard - 
the usage of the former is of primary importance. It mu 
however be remarked that statistics as to the phenomena of tl 
LXX., in the present condition of the text and of the availab 
apparatus, can only be looked upon as approximate and provisions 

It is probably due to a sense of the distinction pointed o1 
above that the translators of the LXx. and the writers of the N.' 
alike avoid the construction @vAaccey éx, and, with the sing 
exception of Ps. cxxxix 5, always associate with this verb tl 
preposition azo*. Avoidance of, not emergence out of, danger 
the essential idea of this word. The choice therefore of th 
preposition is a natural one. 

But the case is different when we take the ambiguous ve 


1 Comp. Le. ii. 4, Jn. i. 44, 45, 46, vii. 17, xi. 1, 1 Thess. ii. 6, 2 Cor. v. 6 
(€xdnuoduev dd rou xuplov...€xdnujoat €x Tov cwuaros), Apoc. xvi. 17. The contra 
between dd vexpwy (Le. xvi. 30, Matt. xiv. 2, xxvii. 64) and éx vexp@v (Le. xvi. 
and always elsewhere) is very instructive. The éx implies a certain relation to ¢ 
other dead: it hints at the thought of an drapx?. 

2 Comp. Ps. cxxiii. 7. 

3 The passages are (a) Deut. xxiii. 9, Josh. vi. 18, Ps. xvii. 24, oxx. 7, oxl. 
Jer. ix. 4, Mic. vii. 5 (in all these places the Hebr. verb is WOW), Ezek. xxxiii, 
Sir. xii. 11, xxii. 13, 26, xxxv. 22, xxxvii. 8; (b) Le. xii, 15, 2 Thess, iii. 
1 Jn. v. 21. 
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pvecOat, to deliver. Here taking all the occurrences of puecOaz, 
without distinguishing them according to the Hebrew word 
represented, the verb is followed by ex 30 times; by é« yeupds’ 
(or é« tov yepav) 20 times; while only 10 instances of azo 
are found’. 

A more exact view of the facts of the case is gained if the 


various constructions of the verb bys (Niphal, Piel, Huiphil, 
Hophal), and their several equivalents in the LXxX., are in- 
vestigated. For, while fvec@ar is used to represent several 


Hebrew verbs bya, yy, yon, pois np), it occurs about 


80 times as the translation of parts of by). The results attained 
are as follows. 
1 “Bb ai) (1) Of living creatures, chiefly persons’ : 

(a) é« yeepos. Gen. xxxli. 12*, xxxvii. 21*, 22*, Ex. iii. 
8*, xviii. 9*, 10*, Deut. xxv. 11*, xxxii. 39*, Josh. ix. 26*, xxii. 
31, xxiv. 10*, Judg. vi. 9, vill. 34, ix. 17, 1 Sam. iv. 8*, vii. 3%, 
14 (apetrovro), xii. 11*, xiv. 48*, xvii. 37*, 2 Sam. xii. 7, 2 Kings 
xviii. 29*, 33, 34*, 35*, 2 Chron. xxxil. 18 (adaat, so vv. 14, 15), 
17*, Ps. xxii. 215, xxxi. 16, lxxxii. 4, xcvii. 10, exliv. 7b, 11*, Is. 
xxxvi. 18, 19, 20, xliii. 13*, Jer. xv. 21*, xx. 13*, xxi. 12*, xxii. 
3*, xl. 11 (o@few), Ezek. xiii. 21, 23, xxxiv. 27*, Dan. viii. 4*, 
7* (Theod.), Hos. ii. 12*, Zech. xi. 6*. 

(b) ex. 2 Kings xvii. 39*, Prov. vi. 5 (wf: but the LxXx. 
diverges from the Hebrew). 


(c) amo. Ex. i1.19, Numb. xxxv. 25*, Dan. viii. 7 (LXxX.). 


1 I have noticed dwd xetpds only in 2 Esdr. viii. 31 (éppicaro jas awe xerpos 
€xO pov). 

2 Job xxxili. 17, Ps. xvi. 13, xvii. 30, 49, xxxviii. 9, xlii. 1, cxix. 2, Prov. ii. 12, 
(xi. 4 v.1.), Ezek. xxxvii. 23, 1 Macc. xii. 15. 

3 In passages marked with an asterisk the verb éfa:petoOar is used. In all other 
cases when a verb other than jvec@a: is used, the verb is noted. 

In the prayer of Esther (iv. 16), which only exists in the Greek, there occurs the 
petition pica nuds éx xetpds Tw rovypevonévwy Kai pioal we éx ToD PdBov nov. The 
resemblance of the prayer, which is perhaps based on some Greek Jewish formula, 
to the Lord’s Prayer is to be noted. Fritzsche (Libri Apocryphi p. 51) gives besides 
the above the following reading: pica: nuds éx xeipds rwv mrovnpevonévun ed’ Huds xal 


éfeXod pe, KUpte, Ex xetpds TOD PbBou wov. Comp. Jer. xx. 13 Dp iy sp... Sgn (Lxx. 
ékeldaro...éx xetpds Trovnpevopevwv), 
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(2) Of things: 
éx. Is. xlvii. 14*. Compare Job v. 20, 
POD TDM TB 
pucetai oe ex Oavatov...e€x yeipos aidnpov AVGEL Ce. 
2. "B® 3) (1) Of living creatures : 


(a) é€« yeepos. 2 Sam. xiv. 16, xxi. 1* (= Ps. xviii. 1) 
2 Kings xx. 6 (cwow), 2 Chron. xxxu. 11 (cdoer), Is. xxxviii. 6. 

(b) amo yeipos. 2 Esdr. (= Ezra) viii. 31. 

(c) é« yerpos aro. 2 Sam. xix. 10, 


SDD ADD WOPD NIT) WIR ABD WNT FEN 


6 Baotreds Aaveid épicato nds é« yeipos amo Tavtwy'* Tov 
éyOpav nuav, cai autos é€eiNaTo nuds éx yerpos adAOPUAwD?. 
(2) Of things: 
Hab. iio 2 yy map Syamb 


Tov éxoTrac Ova EK YeELpoS KaKOP. 


3. "B | (1) Of living creatures: 


(a) éx. 1 Sam. xvii. 35 (€Eéoraca éx tod cropatos avrod), 
2 Sam. xxi. 18, 49, 1 Chron. xvi. 35*, Ps. xviii. 18, xxxi. 16, lix. 2*, 
3, Ixix. 150, exh. 7, cxliii. 9*, Ezek. xxxiv. 10 (€€eXobpar...ée rod 
oTopatos avrov), Amos ili. 12 (6Tav exomracn o Trotmny EK oTO"aTOS 
Tov NéovTos dv0 axéAn), Mic. v. 5d. 

(b) ato. Ps. xviii. 49b, Prov. ii. 12 (va piontai ce aro 
6600 Kakis Kal ato avdpos AaXodvTos pndev ioTov). Prov. ii. 16 
is altogether transformed in the Lxx. 

(c) é« yewpos. Ps. xxxiv. 18. Comp. Ex. xvii. 4, 


: mine simp ben 


éEeiNaTo we €x yerpos Papas’. 


1 The phrase however has probably arisen from a misreading of }32 as Sop, 
and a subsequent conflation of the two readings. 

2 In Gen. xxxi. 16 (jv addel\aro 6 Oeds Tov rarpos juwyv), the simple genitive involves 
a change of construction (Hebr. 13°31), 
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(2) Of things: 
(a) éx. Ex. vi. 6, Josh. ii. 13*, 1 Sam. xxvi. 24*, Ps, xxxiii. © 

19, xxxiv. 5, 18, 20, li. 16, liv. 9, lvi. 14, Ixxxvi. 13, xci. 3 (pvceras 
éx tayidos Onpevtav, cal amo NOyou Tapaywbdovs), cvil. 6, Cxix. 
43 (mepiédys), exliv. 7 (2.992 2 3 OSD oD eT 
éEehod pe nal pdoai pe €€ vdaTwy TOAXOY, Ex yeLpos Vidy addoT- 
ptwv), Prov. x. 2, xxiil. 14, Amos iv. 11 (é£eomacpévos é« mupés, 


| Zech. iii. 2). 


(b) amo, Ps. xxii. 2la, xxxix. 9, lxix. 15a (o@aov), xci. 3b 
(see just above), cxx. 2, Prov. ii. 12 (see above, 3(b)), xi. 4 (dsxaso- 
avn pioetat aro Oavarov: the clause is not in B), Ezek. xxxiv. 12 
(amreXacw...a76 TavTos ToTov). In Jon. iv. 6 (cxcalew avt@ aro 


Tov Kaxév avtTod) the Lxx. clearly connected bey with by 
which occurs in the earlier part of the verse. | 

4. "8 ‘BD Is. xx. 6, Joo ‘IBD bya? = awOnvai aro 
Bactréws. 

5. "B Dy Deut. xxii. 16 (the wording is changed in the 
LXX.). | 

6. "BT AMA Ex. xvi. 10 (omitted in the Lxx.). 


To pass to another important point, the prepositions a7é and 
éx are often interchanged in the parallel clauses of poetical 
passages, Thus, for example, 


Ps. xxi. (Heb. xxii.) 21, 22 
pioat aro poudaias (AIND) tTHv yuyny pou, 
kal éx yetpds (WD) xuvds THY povoyevy pou: 
adcov pe éx atopatos (*DiD) NéovTos, 
Kal aro KEepaTwv (*23j3'9) PovoKepwTaY Thy TaTeivwalv pov. 
Ps, xxxiv. (Heb. xxxv.) 10 
pvopevos TTWYOV EK YELPOS TTEPEWTEepwY AUTOD (13131 PIM), 


Kal wrwxov Kal mévnta amd Tay StapralovTwy avTov Stan). 
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Ps. Ixvin. (Heb. Ixix.) 15 
cacov pe aro mnrdod (OOD), va wy évraya- 
puobeiny éx TeV pLoovYTMY pe (*S38729) 
kat é« tov Babous tav vdatov (B.D ‘poyind). 


Ps, cxxxix. (Heb. cxl.) 1 
éEeXod pee, xupte, €F avOpwtrov (DIN) srovnpod, 
did dvdpes (WN) adixov pical pe. 

Comp. xvii. 49, xc. 3, cxiv. 8, Sir. ln 2—85. 

Further, aro is sometimes used where reference 18 made toa 
deliverance from some adverse power which is already over- 
whelming its victim. Thus Ps. xxxviii. 9 ard racayv Tay dvomudy 
pov (YDB) pioal pe. Jer. xlix. (xlii, Heb.) 17 ove goras 
airy ov8dels cwlopevos amd Tay Kaxdy (AYN *IBD) dv dyad 


Steomrapnoay éxel. Xxxvil. 23 Kal prcopar Cmyeim) avTovs ad 
TATGY TOV AVOMLOV AUTOY (OM NawAD 519) ov nuaptocay ép 
avrais. | 

Conversely, in the phrases é« @avarov (e.g. Ps. xxxil. 19, lv. 14) 
and é& amwAe/as (Sir. li. 2, 12), the stricter meaning of é« cannot 
be maintained. It seems in such cases to emphasise either the 
extremity and imminence of the danger or the completeness of the 
deliverance vouchsafed. 


A review of the whole investigation seems to justify the fol- 


lowing conclusions : 
(1) In regard to the Hebrew verb by), it 18 more often 


used of deliverance from living creatures than from impersonal 


dangers; further, the genius of the language, loving simplicity 
and picturesque statement, explains the fact that the phrase 
‘from the hand of’ is the favourite complement. As to the Greek 
equivalents, the literal translation of the Hebrew phrase—ée 
xetpos—is the most common ; and further é«, being nearer than 
amo to éx yewpos, is most often chosen to render the Hebrew 1D. 
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It is clear also that the phrases both in Hebrew and in Greek— 
TD, 20, éx yelpos, éx, amro—are used, though in different pro- 
portions which appear in the list of references given above, in 
reference to both persons and things. 

(2) The primary distinction between é« and azo, according to 
which the former applies to dangers already experienced, the 
latter to dangers which only threaten, is not observed in the Lxx. 


An examination of the passages in which pveoOar and kindred 
verbs are used in the N. T. naturally follows an investigation into 
the usage of the LXx. 


éE€aipeiv: a verb used, it should be noticed, upwards of 70 
times in the LxXx. to translate yn. 


(1) é« yespos. Acts xii. 11 6 «vptos...é£FeinaTo pe ex yeELpos 
‘Hp@dov xai macns THs mpocdoxias Tod dNaod Tav "lovdalwr. 
Some ‘ Western’ authorities add é« before raons. The é« yetpos 
is here used in its strictest sense. The Apostle was already in the 
tyrant’s grasp (éréBanev...rds yelpas v. 1, miacas v. 4; comp. 
John vii. 30, 44, x. 39; 2 Cor. xi. 32 f.); ‘the expectation of the 
people’ already encircled him. 

(ii) é«. (a) Acts vii. 10 é£etXato avrov [Tov ‘Iwond] éx 
Tacwv TaY Orrpewy avtov. Compare Ps. xxiv. 22, xxxiii. 7, 18. 
The preposition is clearly used in its full sense. 

(b) Acts xxvi. 17 éeEaipovpevos ce ex Tod Aaod Kal ex TwY 
eOvev. Comp. 1 Chron. xvi. 35 éFerAod nuds é« tev éOvav. 
Jer. 1. 7 f. (the latter passage throws no light on the question 
of construction). Guided by e.g. Acts xxill. 27, 2 Cor. x1. 25 f. we 
here also give the full sense to éx. 

(c) Gal. i. 4 Orrws eFéXntae nuds ex Tov’ aiwvos Tod éverTa- 
Tos Trovnpov. ar7ro in place of é« has very slight support. The 
discussion of this passage must be reserved. See p. 115 fff. 


AuvTpovaOar. (a) 1 Pet. i. 18 eAvTpwOnTE ex THS paTaias 


Vuov avactpopns matpotrapadotov. Here obviously ‘the vain 
manner of life’ had held men within its grasp’. 


1 On the other hand comp. Hermas Vis. iv. 1.7. At the approach of the beast, 
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(6) Tit. 11. 14 O09 Gdwxev éavrov vrép nuayv iva AUTpWONTAL 
nas amd maons avopias Kal xabapion éavt@ Aaov TepLovctov. 
‘Iniquity’ had been no merely menacing power. It had actually 
subjected men to its despotic rule. This is clear from iii. 3 yer 
yap Torte Kal nets x.7.X. arré therefore cannot imply a more or less 
distant danger. It seems to differ from é« in that, laying less 
stress on the power from which deliverance is vouchsafed, it leaves 
more room for the thought of the deliverance itself’. 


pvecOar. (i) éx yetpos. Luke i. 74 rod Sodvas nyiv adoBos 
éx yepos eyOpav pucBévras Aatpevery avT@. (Comp. v. 71 
acwtnptay €& éyOpav judy Kal éx yetpos TavTwv Tav picovvTeY 
nas). The song is built up on O. T. thoughts and expressions. 
To this phrase in particular many parallels may be found in the O.T. 
eg. Judg. 11. 18, vill. 34, 1 Sam. iv. 3, xii. 10, Ps. xvii. 18, 21, 49, 
xxx. 16, lviii. 2, lxiii. 2, cv. 10, exlii. 9. The whole context shews 
uhat ‘the enemies’ were tyrannous powers under which the Israel 
of God actually mourned. 

(ii) ék. (a) Rom. vii. 24 ris pe pucetas ex Tod awpaTos Tov 
Oavarov rovrov; The thought is of a captivity (aiyuadwrilovra 
pe v. 23) and a slavery (SovAevw...vou@ aduaptias v. 25) of which 
‘the body of this death’ (comp. ‘the body of sin’ vi. 6) is the 
sphere. The preposition é« has its full force. 

(b) 2 Cor. i. 10 ds ee THAIKOVTOV Bavatou épicato nas Kal 
pvoerat. The é« points to the nearness of the enemy :—avrot 
éy éavTols TO arroxpia Tov Oavarou éoxynKxaper (Vv. 9). 

(c) Col. i. 13 ds épvcato vpds ex THs éEovclas Tod oKOTOVS Kal 
peréotyncey «.7.r. The full sense of é« is clear. 

(dq) 1 Thess. i. 10 "Incodyv rov pudpevov nuds ex THs opyns 
THS épxouévns. azo is an apparently ‘Western’ reading which 
passed over into the ‘Syrian’ text. We find in St Paul’s writings 
a double conception of the Divine wrath. There will be a future 
and final outpouring of it. Thus Rom. ii. 5, v. 9 (owOncdpeda 80’ 


the type of the great tribulation which should be, jptauny épwray roy xiptow tva pe 
Aurpdonra é— avrov. Deliverance from any experience of the monster’s power is 
obviously the point of the request. 

1 Contrast Ps. cxxix. 8 xal avrds AuTpwcerae Tdv ‘Iopand ex Wacwy TwY avopuwP 
avrod. 
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avTov amo THS opyns); comp. Matt. ili. 7 puyely amo THs wEeXXOV- 
ons opyns. There is also a present anticipatory manifestation. 
Thus Rom. i. 18, iii. 5, x11. 19, Eph. v. 6 (€pyeras 9 dpryn Tov Geod éart 
Tovs viovs THS atretOias), Col. ili. 6, 1 Thess. ii. 16 (€fOacev Sé err’ 
auvTovs 7 apy eis TéXos). Between the two conceptions St Paul 
himself supplies the connecting link :—@ncaupifers ceavt@ opyny 
éy nuépa opyns Kal droxadvrwews Sixacoxpicias tod Geod (Rom. 
11. 5). The deliverance is a present reality; the full revelation of 
the nature of the danger lies in the future’. The general subject 
of these Epistles to Thessalonica—the second coming of Christ— 
(note especially 1 Thess. v. 2, 2 Thess. i. 6—10, 11. 8), the special 
reference in the immediate context to this great expectation 
(avapéverv® tov vidv avtod éx Tév ovpavev) seem together to 
shew that 7 opyn 7 épyopuévn is the future exhibition of wrath 
against sin. In this case é« may most naturally be taken to point 
to the completeness of the deliverance. ‘He brings us clean out 
of the reach of future judgment’.’ 

(e) 2 Tim. 11. 11 wat é« mwavtwv pe épvaato 6 Kuvpios. The 
enumeration of dangers actually experienced which precedes these 
words indicates the force of the ék. 

(f) 2 Tim. iv. 17, 18 nai épvcOnv éx oropatos RéovTos. 
puoerai we 0 KUplos amd tavTds épyouv tovnpod... The passage 
will demand fuller notice later on. For the present it may be 
sufficient to call attention to the fact that here only in the N. T. 
‘are the prepositions é« and azo following pieoOar contrasted with 
each other. The é« is used in its fullest meaning, the phrase 
being a proverbial expression for extreme and hopeless danger. 
It is an echo of the language of the O. T. Compare Ps, xxi. 22, 
oWaov me EX GTOMATOS NEOVTOS, Kal ATO KEPaTWY LOVOKEPWTwV THY 
Tareivwolv pov. See also Amos iii. 12, Zech. ix. 7, Ezek. xxxiv. 
10, Dan. vi. 20, 22, 1 Macc. 11. 60. The fierceness of the definite 
danger in the past, a wonderful deliverance out of which had 


1 Comp. 6 kal rijs weddovons droxadtrrecOas Sdéns xowwvos (1 Pet. v.1). There is 
& present participation in that which shall hereafter be revealed. 

2 dvauévew & Graf Ney. in the N.T.—to await a final consummation—is best 
illustrated by Aesch. Eum. 248 avayévw rédos dlxys. 

3 Comp. the Ancient Homily (the so called 2nd Ep. of Clement), ch. vi. ror- 
ouvres yap 7d OéAnua ToU Xpirou eiphoopev avdmavorw* ef be pirye, ovdev huas proerac 
€k THs alwvlou Kodacews. 
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been vouchsafed, inspires St Paul with trust for the future. But 
when the reference is to unknown evils which the future may 
bring, the clear and pointed é« naturally gives place to amd. For 
here it is not so much the possible dangers on which the Apostle’s 
mind dwells as on the certainty of deliverance. 

(g) 2 Pet. ii. 9 ofSev Kupuos evocBeis éx retpacpod precOar. 
The reading zrespacye@v has some support (%, with some cursives 
and versions), The reference to the history of Lot shews that the 
full sense here attaches to the preposition. 

(iii) dard. (a) Matt. vi. 13 picae nuds amo rob Trovnpod. 

(b) Rom. xv. 30 f. rapaxare 8é vpas...cuvaywvioacbai pot 
év Tais Mpocevyais Uirép éuwod pos Tov Oedv, iva pucO@ amo Tév 
atrevOovvtwy év TH lovdaia. St Paul asks for his friends’ interces- 
sion that in the visit to Jerusalem, which he hopes soon to make 
(v. 25) he may not fall into the hands of his Jewish enemies. The 
use of azro is therefore obviously natural. 

(c) 2 Thess. iii. 1, 2 wpocevyecbe, dderqol, rept nuov...iva 
pvc Odpuev aro Tav atoTwy Kal Tovnpav avOporwyv. This passage 
is an exact parallel to that discussed immediately above. 

(d) 2 Tim. iv. 18 quoted and commented on above. 


awtey.* (i) éx. (a) John xii. 27 watep, cocov pe ex Tis 
@pas TavTns. adAa d1a TovTO HAOoY eis THY Spay Tavtny. At first 
sight the words é« THs @pas and eis THv dpay seem to imply that 
the Lord speaks of Himself as having already entered upon ‘the 
hour,’ and that He asks to be brought safely through it. Such an 
interpretation in such a context appears unnatural. The key to 
the meaning lies in aAdad dia TodTo. The adda implies a contrast 
between the prayer cwoopr éx THs wpas Ta’Tns and the conscious- 
ness of a purpose (1a todT0). The dva rovro is explained by the 
context; it points back to the thought of the fruitfulness of death 
(v. 24). The remembrance of the purpose, if we may so put it, 
corrects the prayer. This is substantially Chrysostom’s interpreta- 
tion in loco, ovtw TeTapaxtat ws Kal atradXayny Enreiv, et ye evn 
Siapvyeiv. tatta ths avOpwrivns dvocws Ta acbevnpata...TIAs 
Tapayns TovTO avayKxalovons réyeLv, TO evavTiov Néyw. Thus the 
prepositions ex and ets represent the Lord as just passing within 
the shadow of the Cross. The é« emphasises the idea of close 
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proximity. ‘Rescue me even now from full entrance into the 
hour of sorrow and death.’ Comp. Matt. xxvi. 39. 

(b) Hebr. v. 7 denoess te xal ixernplas mpos tov Suvapevoy 
owe avtov éx Pavatov...mpocevéyxas. Here too the preposition 
é< seems to express the nearness of the adverse power. It should 
be remembered that the phrase é« Qavarov with precOar, éEatpeio- 
Gat «.7.r. had become stereotyped in the LXx., where éx, recalling 
the fuller phrase é« yetpos, conforms with the Hebrew personifica- 
tion of Death. See Ps. xxxi. 19, lv. 14, exiv. 8, Prov. x. 2, Job 
xxxili. 30, Hos. xiii. 14 (é« yerpos adou puocopas nal éx Oavarov 
AUTpWaopat avTovs). The parallels from the O. T. would not of 
themselves require us to reject the interpretation, ‘to bring safely 
through and out of death’; but what is in itself the more natural 
meaning of the words, seems also to harmonise best with the 
unambiguous words of Matt. xxvi. 39. 

(c) Jas.v. 20 6 ériotpéyras dwaptwrov é« mravns 080d avrod 
cwces Yruyny avrod é« Oavarov. This is no doubt the common 
O. T. use of the phrase é« @avarou. 

(d) Jude 5 Kupsos Xaov ex ys Atyurrrov awoas. The full 
meaning of é« is here necessary. 

(ii) amo. (a) Matt.i. 21 avrds yap oace: toy Nady avrov 
aT Tov apaptiav avtav. See the note on Tit. 11.14, p.78. Here 
the personal act of the Saviour is that on which the main emphasis 
rests. 

(b) Acts ii. 40 cw@Onre aro THs yeveds THS TKOMLAS TAUTNS. 
There is an instructive passage in Numb. xvi. bearing on the use 
of the phrase cwO7jvar amo. In v, 21 Jehovah, as if He would 
destroy the whole people, bids Moses and Aaron go forth from 
their midst: amroayicOnte éx péoou’ THS cUvaywyhs TavTNS (Jind 


AN rV'Tyi7), On the other hand, when in answer to the interces- 


sion of Moses and Aaron Israel is spared and commanded to depart 
from the neighbourhood of Korah, the phraseology is changed : 


avaXYWPNTATE KUKAW aTrO ( o myelo}e)) THs suvaywyns Kopé (v. 24), 
aroaxyicO@nre amo yn) 7 Twv oxnvev tav avOparwy (v. 26, so 
v. 27). In the first command the idea expressed by the preposi- 


1 Comp. Is. lii. 11 (2 Cor. vi. 17), Jer. li. (xxviii.) 6, 45 (Apoc. xviii. 4). 
C. 6 
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tion is that of a disentanglement, an exodus; in the latter that of 
removal. In the passage from the Acts, the Greek in itself does 
not decide whether those addressed were themselves included in 
the yeved oxodsa. Certain expressions in the Apostle’s speech 
(rpoomntavtes aveinate v. 23; ywwwonérw mas olxos ‘Iopann...ov 
vueis eotaupwoate v. 36; comp. ili. 13 ff, 19, iv. 27 adv EOveou 
cal Xaois *Iopanr) seem to suggest that they were so included. 
The azro however simply emphasises the idea of removal and escape. 

(c) Rom. v. 9 cwOnodpeOa 80 adtod amo ths opyns. Here 
the azro expresses the thought eis xpiow ov« Epyeras (John v, 24). 
See above p. 78 f. the note on 1 Thess. 1. 10, 


tnpev. This verb in the N. T. is followed by é« alone. 
(a) Jn. xvii. 15 épwrd...tva tnpnons avtovs éx Tod tovnpod. 
The passage must be reserved for discussion later on (p. 109 ff.). 

(b) Apoc. iii. 10 Kayo oe typjow éx TAS Bpas Tod metpacpov 
THS peAXOVENS EpyerOar emi THs olxoupévns OANS, TEeLpacat TOvS 
Katotcovvras émt ths yns. The parallel in St John’s Gospel 
(cdadv pe €x THS Wpas TaUTNS xii. 27, see above p. 80) suggests that 
the preposition here does not imply any actual participation in this 
‘temptation’; and this presumption is increased when we note the 
close similarity between this passage and the Lord’s words recorded 
in Luke xxi. 35 f,, évreuseXevoeras yap éml ravras Tovs Kabnpévous 
érl mpoowmoyv taans THS ys. a@ypumveire 5é ey wavtl Katp@ 
Seouevoe iva Katicyvonte éexduyeiy taidta tavra ta pédXovTa 
yiverOau. 


gvaartrew. The only preposition which follows this verb is 
aro. 

(a) (b). In two passages a Hebraistic form of prohibition 
and warning is borrowed from the Lxx. (where gvAdEa aro 
= (wr) “hw; see Deut. xxiii. 9, Josh. vi. 18, Mic. vii. 5). 
In both these places the idea of complete avoidance is conveyed 
without any suggestion that the evil has been a dominating 
power. The two passages are: 

Luke xi. 15 opate xal duraooea Oe amd maans meovefias. 

1 John v. 21 rexvia, durakate éavta a6 Tav cidwdwv. 

(c) 2 Thess. ii. 3 0 xUpsos...vuds...dvrakes amo Tod trovnpod. 
The discussion of this passage must be reserved (p. 112 ff.). 
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The constructions after the following verbs are specially worthy 
of note, inasmuch as each of these verbs in itself implies a 
definite state, deliverance out of which is secured. 

ehevBepodv. 

Rom. vi. 18, 22 éXevOepwOévres amo tis duaprias (v. 17 re 
SovAot THS duaprias). 

Vill. 2 nrevOépwoév ce [pe] ard Tob vopwou THs apaprias Kal 
Tov Gavarov (vil. 23 aiywarotifovra pe [év] TO vouw THs apap- 
tlas). 
vill. 21 9 xTiows eXevOepwOoerat ard THs Sovrelas THS POopas 
(v. 20 TH yap pataornte 7 KTiCLS UTreTaYyn). 

Compare : 

Rom. vil. 3 éXcuOépa éotiv amo tov vopov (v. 1 Séderaz). 

1 Cor. ix. 19 éXevOepos yap ay éx wavtwy wacw épavTov 
é5ovhkwoa. Had the Apostle used the verb (€devOepwOels éx...), 
he would have referred to an emancipation from a previous state 
of bondage. The actual phrase employed (édevOepos wy éx...) 
shews that he wishes to emphasise the completeness of his freedom. 
This interpretation is confirmed by the fact that mdovw (inter- 
preted by what follows) shews that azravrwy is masculine. Comp. 
vi. 12 (vie Tevos), Vil. 23 (SodA0L avOparrav). 


Avewv. (1) aro. (a) Luke xiii. 15, 16 ov Aves Tov Body avrod... 
amo THS PaTVNS; ...0VK EdEL AVOnVaL ato Tod Séopov ToOUVTOV; 

In the latter clause there is a slightly-supported variant é«. 

(b) 1 Cor. vii. 27 X€XvEas ato yuvatKos; 

(2) éx. (a) Apoc. i. 5 T@...Avoavte nuds ex Tov dpaptiav 
nov. There is however some authority for amd. Cf. Ps. cxxix. 8 
AVTPWOETAL...EK.... 

(b) Apoc. xx. 7 AvOnceTas 6 Yatavds é« THs vdrAaKhs 
avroov. 

peravoeiv. (1) amo. Acts viii, 22 peravencoy ovy amo tis 
Kaxias gov tavTns. Comp. Hebr. vi. 1 peravoias ame vexpay 
Eprywv. : 

(2) é«. Apoc. ii, 21 od Oérer peravonoas ex THs Tropvelas 
avrns. So ix. 20f., xvi 11%. 
1 The construction of the following verbs also is worth remark: (1) d-yopdtew 
(a) dro Apoc. xiv. 8, 4 (awd ris yijs...d7d trav dvOpirwv). (b) é« Apoc. v. 9 (éx 
6—2 
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The preceding investigation leads to a clear result. On the 
one hand it shews that the distinction which has been drawn 
on @ priori grounds between amd and éx after verbs expressing 
deliverance, rescue, &c. does not exhaust the matter. Indeed this 
theoretical distinction is but the point of departure for actual 
differences. azo, the more colourless of the two prepositions, 
simply implies removal from the danger or adverse power, whether 
the person rescued has or has not been actually within its grasp. 
The mind is therefore left more free to dwell on the thought of 
the deliverer. On the other hand é« is used when it is desired to 
emphasise the idea that the person rescued has been actually 
within the grasp of the enemy. Further however, through its 
greater sharpness and vividness of meaning it directs attention to 
the danger itself, and serves to bring out into special prominence 
either the imminent nature of the peril or the completeness of 
the deliverance. 

The prepositions are therefore in many cases interchangeable. 
They express the same thing seen from two somewhat different 
points of view. As they had been both used in the LXX. to 
represent jf), so they both stood ready to translate the Aramaic 


preposition (for we have seen the strongest reasons for believing 
that the Lord’s Prayer existed originally in Aramaic) in the clause 
of the Prayer under discussion. The Apostles were obliged by 
the conditions of translation into Greek to give one or other of 
two slightly differing shades of meaning to what in the language 
in which the Lord first taught the Prayer was colourless. No 
doctrinal question is involved in the choice between the preposi- 
tions; for, to apply to the particular case the general conclusion 
stated above, while amd tod zrovnpod lays the main stress on the 
thought of the deliverer and the fact of deliverance itself, é« rod 
qovnpod emphasises either the nearness and greatness of the 


mdaons pudijs). So efayopdgev Gal. iii. 18 (€x ris xardpas), (2) dwéxeoOa (=to 
abstain) (a) simple genitive Acts xv. 20, 28 (rdv ddoynuarwr...eliwroOtrwv), The 
construction in v. 29 is very instructive é& wy dcarnpodvres davrots. (8) xabapltew 
always with dwé 2 Cor. vii. 1, Heb. ix. 14,1Jn.i.7,9. Comp. Acts xx. 26. So 
dixatotoOa: Rom. vi. 7. (4) werarl@ecOa is followed by dé in Gal. i. 6. (5) xwol- 
ferOar (a) dw6 Acts i. 4 (dwd "Iepoc.), xviii, 2 (awe ris ‘Puns), Rom. viii. 35, 39, 
1 Cor. vii. 10, Hebr. vii. 26. (b) é« Acts xviii. 1 (éx rv ’AOnvayv). 
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danger, or the completeness of the deliverance from Satan’s 
assaults. 


2. The origin and use of the term 6 rrovnpos as applied to Satan. 


In investigating the origin and the meaning of the term 
6 twovnpos as applied to Satan, it will be convenient to keep two 
points as distinct as possible, viz. (a) the development of the 
eonception which is expressed by the term; (b) the history and 
use of the term itself. 


An adequate discussion of the first of these points would pre- 
suppose a consistent theory as to the composition and date of the 
different Books of the Old Testament, and a comprehensive study 
alike of the religious education of Israel as seen in the light of the 
religious thought of other Semitic peoples, and of later Jewish 
literature in its several branches. To such encyclopaedic know- 
ledge I certainly lay no claim. But though fulness of treatment 
is altogether out of the question, some light may be thrown on the 
term under consideration by a sketch, however tentative and frag- 
mentary, of the growth of this element in Jewish belief. It must 
however be premised that in such an attempt to summarise we 
must necessarily neglect any traces of divergences of thought 
among different schools, and be content to follow the main stream 
of opinion. . 

The method of divine revelation often lies in the absorption of 
some popular belief which is afterwards purified and spiritualised 
by a process of coordination. Within the confines of the Old 
Testament we can watch the growth of the conception of God, 
and we do not fear to admit that there were prehistoric elements 
out of which the religion of Israel came’. Still less need we 
hesitate to allow that, in the gradual working out of the conception 
of evil, Israel both in early and in later times borrowed largely 
from the ideas current among neighbours and conquerors, and 
learned both slowly and partially to harmonise these conceptions 


with the growing knowledge of a righteous, all-sovereign, spiritual 
God. 


1 Mr Aubrey Moore’s Essay on The Christian idea of God in Lux Mundi p, 71. 
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The reserve of the Old Testament on the subject of super- 
human powers of evil is remarkable’. There is the mysterious 
riddle of ‘ Azazel’ in the ceremonies of the Day of Atonement. 
There is the conception of creatures half animal, half supernatural, 


haunting desolate places (DY py Lev. xvu. 7, mio Is, xxxiv. 


14), with which the Arabian Jinn should perhaps be compared’. 
Again, there is the bold figure drawn from the associations of 
earthly monarchy, according to which Jehovah is described as 
surrounded by His court (Isaiah vi.), a court which has its Doeg 
as well as its David, its treacherous spies as well as its faithful 
retainers (1 Kings xxi. 19 ff., Jobi. comp. Ps. lxxviii. 49, 1 Chron. 
xxl. 1). There is the narrative of the Fall in Gen. ii, a nar- 
rative which stands alone, and on which the possible allusions to 
it in other Books of the Old Testament (Job xxxi. 33, Hos. vi. 7, 
Is. xlii. 27(?)) throw no light. Such are in the main the Old 
Testament ideas on the subject of super-human powers of evil. 
It is sufficient for our present purpose to note the absence in the 
Old Testament of any attempt to give them unity or cohesion. 

Here as elsewhere the period of the exile had a lasting 
influence on Jewish thought. On the one hand, Babylonian 
demonology left its traces on the belief of the Jews. On the 
other, the Persian conception’ of the two rival empires of good 
and evil doubtless helped forward the process by which something 
of coordination and even of unity was given to the divergent 
ideas of Israel as to adverse spiritual powers. 

I give some indications from later Jewish literature of this 
latter tendency. In the Book of Enoch, for example, which was 
composed, roughly speaking, in the century before the Gospel era, 
though in its present form it may incorporate sections of later 
date, the angelology is very complicated. In the first part great 
stress is laid on the sin of the angels (Gen. vi. 2 f.) and the 


1 Comp. Oehler Theology of the O. T., Eng. Tr., ii. p. 288 ff. I have found some 
useful hints in an article by C. H. Toy on Evil Spirits in the Bible in the Journal 
of Biblical Literature, Andover, Mass., Vol. ix. 1890 Pt. 1. 

2 Prof. Robertson Smith The Religion of the Semites p. 113 ff. 

8 Compare Dr Liddon’s Sermon on the Inspiration of Selection: ‘Its later litera- 
ture may betray affinities, however we explain them, with Persian modes of 
thought.’ 
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corruption of men which followed. Among these fallen spirits, 
though Semjazu is called their chief (cc. 6, 10), Azazel has the 
most conspicuous place as the depraver of mankind (c. 8), and 
afterwards (cc. 54, 55) appears as he who with all his hosts shall 
be judged by the Elect One of God. Further, it is remarkable that 
in the ‘Parables’ of a later part of the Book the problem is carried 
a stage further back, and behind the fallen angels there are seen 
spiritual tempters who led them astray. 

In the Book of Wisdom (ii. 23 f.) the unity of evil in the 
personal enemy of God is emphasised. ‘God created man for 
incorruption (ém’ ad@apocia), and made him the image of His 
own Person (THs idias iStoTnTos, v. 1. aidwoTnTos) ; nevertheless 
through envy of the devil (¢@0vm 5é€ S:aBorov) death entered 
into the world, and they who are on the devil’s side (oi ts 
éxelvou pepioos dyes) make proof of it.’ 

Again, in what appears to be a Jewish portion of the Sibylline 
Oracles (iii. 836—92), the date of which is probably about 30 B.c.’, 
Beliar appears as the great embodiment of the power of evil, 
who ‘leads astray faithful and elect Hebrews and lawless men 
and others who have not yet heard the word of God.’ But the 
flaming vengeance of God ‘burns up Beliar and all the proud 
ones who put their trust in him. Here Belial (or Beliar) is 
the Antichrist (comp. Test. ai. Patriar, Levi 18 o Bediap 
ScOnocetas vr avtov, Dan 5 avros troimoes mpos tov Bediap 
modenov, Benj. 3 xatapynoe: Beriap Kal Tovs virnpeTobvtas avT@, 
see below, p. 88 note)*, So, when the idea of Antichrist had 
taken a still more definite form, Belial and Antichrist are again 
identified. In the Judaeo-Christian writing, the Ascension of 
Isaiah (c. iv), Belial is the returning Nero. ‘There shall descend 
Berial the mighty angel, king of this world, over which he ruleth 
since its creation, and he shall descend from his firmament in the 
form of a man, of the king of iniquity, the matricide—he is the 
king of this world—and he shall persecute the plant which the 


1 Friedlieb (p. xxvi), for reasons which seem convincing, places the date of this 
section just before the battle of Actium. This is the view of the majority of critics 
(Schiirer The Jewish People Eng. Trans. Div. ii. Vol. iii. p. 283 f.). 

2 Note 2 Cor. vi. 15 rls 8¢ cungwvla Xpiorod mpos BeAlap; In the Testaments 
Belial appears as the tempter of individual men in e.g. Is. 7, Dan 1, 4, Aser 1, 
Joseph 7, Ben. 6, 7. 
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twelve Apostles of the Chosen One planted. This angel Berial 
in the form of the king aforesaid shall come, and with him shall 
come all the armies of this world, and shall obey him in all things 
which he willeth.... He shall act and speak like the Chosen One, 
and shall say, ‘I am God most high, and before me was there not 
any’...And after a thousand three hundred and thirty and two 
days the Lord shall come with His Angels and with the armies of 
the saints from the seventh heaven, and shall drag Berial into 
Gehenna and his armies withal’.’ In Antichrist Satan takes flesh 
and dwells among men. As this conception becomes more definite 
and concrete, it points with increasing clearness to the growth 
of the twofold conception of the unity of evil and its concentration 
In @ person. 

Again, an approach at any rate to this conception is indicated 
by two expressions which meet us in the New Testament. Of 
these the first, 6 dpywv trav Saipoviwy (Matt. ix. 34, xii. 24; 
Mc. iii, 22; Le. xi. 15), though it has more applications than one 
in Jewish writings*, yet certainly implies the thought of an 
ordered polity of evil. The second, ‘the God or Prince of this age 
or world’ (2 Cor. iv. 4, John xu. 31, xiv. 30, xvi. 11; comp. Eph. 
ll. 2, vi. 12)°, is doubtless to be connected with the conception of 


1 Ascensio Isaiae, ed. Dillmann, p. 18 f. 

2 Lightfoot, Hor. Hebr. on Le. xi. 15, notes that ‘‘ among the Jews we may observe 
three devils called the chief or prince of the devils: (1) ‘The Angel of death’... 
(2) The devil Asmodeus...(3) Beelzebub.” 

3 See the commentators on these passages, especially Meyer on 2 Cor. iv. 4, and 
the articles in Levy Neuhebr. Worterbuch on }OW and WW. Phrases kindred to this 
are common in the Testaments ; thus, 0 dpywy rns rAdvns Sym. 2, Jud. 19; 0 apxwy 
vuwy éorly o Laravas Dan 5. Notice the terms in which the victory of Messiah 
is described in Lev. 18, Jud. 25, Dan 5f. In quoting these passages thus I am 
assuming the integrity of the book and that it represents the views of some early 
Judaeo-Christians (comp. Bp Lightfoot Galatians p. 307). On the other hand 
Schnapp holds that to an original pre-Christian Jewish document there have been 
added (a) apocalyptic passages by a Jewish interpolator, (b) references to the Lord’s 
Person and work by a Christian interpolator. The effect of this theory would 
be rather to throw backward the date of passages which criticism allows to belong to 
the Jewish original document and to make them primary evidence for pre-Christian 
Jewish beliefs. The Christian interpolations, if such they are, bear in themselves 
evidence of an early date. In regard to the general subject of this note it is right 
to quote Edersheim’s verdict (Life and Times ii. p. 755), ‘ We note that with the ex- 
ception of the word Satan, none of the names given to the great enemy in the New 
Testament occurs in Rabbinic writings. More important still, the latter contain no 
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Antichrist, and like it witnesses to the existence of the belief 
that evil is gathered up into the person of a usurping spirit. 

It remains briefly to discuss one remarkable conception of 
later Jewish teaching, which found expression in the Yetser ha 
Ra of the Rabbis. There were implanted in man at creation, it 
was held, a good and an evil impulse. Two points about this 
theory are worthy of note for our present purpose. In the first 
place there was at least a tendency to personify both these im- 
pulses in man’, Secondly we must distinguish, as far as date is 
concerned, the conception itself, and the formulas which embody 
it. For the latter an artificial interpretation of Gen, 11. 7 (the two 
‘Yin "¥"°)) was utilised by Rabbinic teachers, The good impulse 
is 3 “W', the evil Y WX. The idea itself was probably of much 
earlier date. We find traces of it in the Fourth Book of Esdras}. 
Against the error involved in this belief, viz., that God implanted 
evil in man at creation, much of the New Testament teaching on 
the subject of evil may be taken as a protest. There the absolute 
and eternal antagonism of God and evil is always emphasised, and 
the earnestness of this insistence was probably one important factor 
in the process which gave currency to the expression ‘the evil one.’ 

Thus, to sum up, Jewish thought, as we catch glimpses of it in 
writings separated in time and place, was working towards the 
supreme ethical and spiritual contrast between good and evil, 
God and the devil, as well as towards the sure hope of the final 
and complete victory of good and of God, to which the Apostles 
and the Lord Himself, as His words are preserved for us by the 
Apostles, have set their seal. 


We pass on to the second point, the proper meaning of the 
term 6 Trovnpos. 

The word zrovnpds is one of a large class of adjectives with the 
suffix -po-. It appears to be formed on the false analogy of such 
words as ToApn-po-s, and is clearly a word of artificial, and there- 
fore comparatively late, formation. Adjectives of this group, at 
least in a large number of instances, correspond with English 


mention of a kingdom of Satan. In other words, the power of evil is not contrasted 
with that of good, nor Satan with God. The devil is presented rather as the enemy 
of man, than of God and of good. This marks a fundamental difference.’ 

1 See the additional note p. 101. 
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adjectives in -some (e.g. toilsome, wearisome), and -ful (e.g. painful, 
fearful). When the root idea has a passive as well as an active 
side, the meaning of the adjective bifurcates. Thus oxvnpds 
‘fearful’ has the sense of (1) timid: in Thue, i. 142 oxvnporepor 
is set over against Opacvvovres: (2) terrible—a rarer use: compare 
Soph. 0. 7. 834 nyiv pev, dvak, tradr oxvnpa. The case is the 
same with rrovnpos. The quasi-passive sense (i.e. ‘he who endures 
labours’) is seemingly rare, and early fell out of use. Thus in 
Hesiod (Frag. 43. 5) Hercules is called rovnporatos nal dpiotos. 

The active sense (i.e. causing labour to others) is the basis of 
the common moral signification of the word. 

In primitive society toil was of two kinds. Men fought, and 
they tilled the ground. Hence zrovos without any qualification 
came to mean ‘fighting’ (eg. Hom. Jl. vi. 77, Herod. iv. 1). 
On the other hand, when épya (as in the title of Hesiod’s poem, 
with which it is worth while to compare 1 Cor. iii. 9"), without 
further definition, meant farming operations, mrovos naturally 
signified labour spent on the soil. The brightest trait in the dream 
of a past golden age was that the soil brought forth fruit of its 
own accord, and needed no movos to be spent on it. The word 
movnpos is according to this view primarily an agricultural term, 
and yj movnpa would mean soil requiring tmmoderate labour i.e. 
worthless soul. Thus the idea of the word, if this account of its 
history be true, is that of intrinsic, absolute badness. 

In later times at Athens the word acquired (a) a social, and 
(b) a quasi-political sense. 

In the social sphere it was applied, by lovers of past days, to 
worthless citizens who had lost, or who never possessed, true 
patriotism, innovators, who stood to the true breed in the same 
relation as counterfeit coin to money rightly stamped and ringing 
true. This is the sense which the word bears in Aristophanes’ 
picture of his times: see Ranae 731, 

tois 5€ yadxois Kal Eévous Kat truppiais 
Kal tovnpots Kak Tovnpay eis atravta ypopeba 
VoTaToLs adiypevotaty, olow 1 TOA WpO TO 
ovdé happaxoiow etx padiws éypnoaT av. 
Here the notion is not of mischief but of irredeemable badness. 
1 Bp Lightfoot Ordination Addresses p. 214. 
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This social sense rapidly passed into a political sense. The 
word was used at Athens to denote the utterly worthless knave 
‘which Strepsiades aspired to become under the lessons of the 
sophist, and which the Aristophanic Cleon already is’ (Prof. 
Jebb’s note on Theophrastus’ character of the ¢vAozovnpos). In 
this sense the word is used by Aristotle in the Politics, e.g. vi. 8 
Soxet § elvas tev advvatwv To evvopeioOar...TodLV...TOVNnpoKpa- 
Toupevny, Vill. 11 arovnpodtAov 7 tTupavvis. In such a connexion 
the notion of ‘mischievous’ ‘doing harm’ naturally became attached 
to the word. But the thought is an accidental accretion, and is 
not of the essence of the meaning of the word. Thus when Chry- 
sostom (v. 419), among ancient Christian writers, says that vrovnpia 
is so called because it always brings trouble (aévous)’, and when, 
among moderns, Archbishop Trench (Synonyms p. 316) defines 
O Trovnpds as ‘the active worker out of evil,’ they start far 
down the stream of usage, and seem to overlook its earlier 
wanderings’, 


With this history and these associations the word passed into 
the Greek Bible. 

In the LXx. it is used as the constant equivalent of the 
Hebrew J". The root Yy signifies ‘to break. The Qal is 
used eight times, and in one of these passages viz. Jer. xi. 16 (19) 


yyy) it has a passive sense, ‘are broken.’ It is probably from 


the intransitive use of the Qal that the commoner sense of Py" 
and of the participial adjective })") comes. ‘To be broken,’ ‘to be 
vitiated or spoiled,’ ‘to be bad’ is a natural and easy gradation. 
From this point of view it is not hard to see how this word is 
often used in reference to sorrow e.g. Gen. xxi. 12, 1 Sam. 1. 8. 
This account is further confirmed by the use of the Hiphil. In 
Ps. xliv. 3, lxxiv. 3, Jerem. xxxi. 27, the Hiphil means not ‘to 
make to break’ but ‘to make to be broken’ 1e., ‘to break.’ 
Thus 9 exactly answers to zrovnpos. In the case of the Hebrew 
and the Greek word alike the notion of mischief, injuriousness, is 


1 Very cognate is Chrysostom’s comment on Matt. vi. 13 xar’ ékoxnv 8€ ovrws 
€xeivos Kadetrat, dia THY UMEpBodjvy THs Kaxlas, kal éwedy pndey wap nuwy adixndels 
domovdov mpos juas Exe. Tov wodewov. Here the point is the devil’s malice. 

3 Comp. Origen’s definition of rovnpla quoted p. 139. 
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often the particular side of evil which is contemplated’. But both 
primarily signify utter, complete, essential badness. 

In the New Testament, so far at least as our Lord’s sayings 
in the Gospels are concerned, the word zrovnpcs must be regarded 
as the equivalent of the Aramaic adjective which is reproduced 
for us by the Syriac Versions in the word ma, This adjective 
is of special importance, inasmuch as we may say with little short 
of certainty that it is the word originally employed by our Lord 
in the Lord’s Prayer. Its exact meaning can be ascertained by 
a reference on the one hand to some passages of the Hebrew 
Bible, on the other to Syriac usage. In Hebrew the verb YN2 is 
used in the Qal literally of that which has a vile smell, eg. Ex. 
vii. 18, 21; in the Niphal, Hiphil, and Hithpael it refers meta- 
phorically to what is utterly abhorrent, e.g. 1 Sam. xiii. 4, Ex. v. 
21, 1 Chron. xix. 6. Two nouns belonging to this root are used 
to denote worthless fruit or weeds in Is. v. 4 (Wherefore when I 
looked that it should bring forth grapes, brought it forth wild 
grapes ? (D'ZR3) ) and Job xxxi. 40 (Let thistles grow instead 


of wheat, and cockle (MY#N3) instead of barley), passages which 


illustrate the use of zrovnpds (translating the Syriac sms) in 
Matt. vu. 17. The corresponding adjective occurs once only in 
the Hebrew Bible, viz. Ezra iv. 12 (They are building the rebel- 
lious and bad (NAVANS, LXX. wovnpayv) city). Turning to the 


Syriac, the verb ~#l2 is used impersonally in the sense of ‘to be 
evil in the eyes of’; in the Aphel it means ‘to illtreat,’ and is 
used to translate xaxoty in Acts vil. 19, x1. 1. The adjective 
itself is characteristically used (see Payne Smith Syr. Thes.) of 


1 Dr Hatch’s account of the word, Essays in Biblical Greek p. 77 ff., differs 
essentially from mine. Yet he writes at the beginning of his article ‘The con- 
notation of wovnpés in Classical Greek is probably best shown by Arist. Eth, N. 
7. 11. p. 1152 a, where Aristotle, speaking of the dxparns, says that what he does is 
wrong, and that he acts as a free agent, but that he is not wicked in himself, 
éxay peév,..rovnpos 8 ov* 4 yap mpoalpeors émcecxns’ wot’ nusrovnpos. Kal obx ddixos* 
ov yap éwlBovdos.’ This appears to me to be important evidence in confirmation of 
my view. 

The proper Latin equivalent of wrovnpds viz. malus has the same significance. 
There was however a tendency, for reasons which I shall point out later on (see 
p. 163 f.), to substitute for malus, when used of Satan, a compound word, malignus 
(=mali-genus). 
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death, a wound, a metal with alloy. Thus the Aramaic word, 
which zroynpos renders in the Gospels, expresses the notion not of 
harmfulness but of intrinsic worthlessness and hatefulness. 

In the New Testament the Greek word is used of the diseased 
eye (Matt. vi. 23, opposed to azrAods v. 22; the best commentary is 
perhaps vii. 3 ff.), of worthless fruit (Matt. vii. 17). In Matt. xin. 
49 of wrovnpoi are parallel to ta campa (comp. vii. 17). srovnpés 
stands in the same relation to dairos (Jn. iii. 19, 20) as ayabos 
does to cards. Thus zrovnpos is frequently the opposite to ayafos 
Matt. v. 45 (comp. vii. 11), xii. 34 f., xx. 15, xxii. 10, Rom. xii. 9. 
The xcapdia rrovnpa atriotias (Heb. iii. 12) is at the extreme pole 
from xapdia Kady Kat aya0n (Le. vill. 15); cuveidnots trovnpa 
from cuveidnots ayaOn (Acts xxiii. 1, 1 Tim. i. 5, 19, 1 Pet. iii. 16, 
21; once cary cuveidnois Heb. xii. 18) and xcadapa ovveidyars 
(1 Tim. iii. 9, 2 Tim. i. 3)’. 

A further point is reached when we note that the word zrovnpos 
in Jewish literature is specially used in connexion with super- 
natural powers of evil. Here no doubt the conception of activity 
in evil is often included in the associations of the word. But I 
believe that the primary sense of essential badness is still the main 
thought. Thus the words wvedya mrovnpoy are employed in the 
description of Saul’s frenzy (wrvedua Kupiov aréotn amo Yaovr Kat 
emrvuyer avTov Tvetpa Tovnpoy (MPT) mapa Kupiov...apiorato 
an’ avtov TO Mvevpa TO Trovnpdv (1 Sam. xvi. 14, 28). ‘Evil 
angels’ (dyyedou Trovnpot) are described in Ps. lxxviii. 49 as the 
ministers of divine vengeance upon apostate Israel. Asmodeus in 
Tobit (ili. 8) is To vrovnpdv Satpovnov’. In the New Testament 


1 wovnpa Epya is found in Jn. iii. 19, vii. 7, 1 Jn. iii. 12, Col. i. 21. Commonly 
the deep root of evil deeds is contemplated (see especially Jn. iii. 19, 20). On 
the other hand dya@¢ and xaha are both used frequently of good works, for the out- 
ward attractiveness of such works is often the point (see e.g. 1 Pet. ii. 12, Jn. x. 
82). In 1 Thess. v. 21 wav eld0s wrovnpoy is opposed to 76 xaddv, where eldos makes all 
the difference. The phrase d¢@adpos rovnpdbs (Mc. vii. 22; comp. Deut. xv. 9, Prov. 
xxiii, 6, Ecclus. xxxiv. 13, &c.) no doubt implied the baneful glance of envy. But 
the phrase d¢@adpds dyads (Ecclus. xxx. 10 dv dyadg 6pOarup Sbdtacov rdv Kiprov, 12) 
used of the healthful, cheerful, look of content suggests that the true idea is that of 
the sickly, jaundiced eye of envy. Comp. Pirge Aboth v. 29. Hebrew wisdom 
says that ‘envy is the rottenness of the bones’ (Prov. xiv. 30; comp. Testaments 
Sym. 3). 

2 Comp. Joseph. de B. Jud. vii. 6. 3 ra yap xadovpeva Sacudma, radra dé wovnpwy 
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the phrase mvevuata qrovnpa is common (Matt, xii. 45, Le. vii. 21, 
vill, 2, x1. 26, Acts xix. 12 ff.; comp. ta avevpatixa trys trovnpias 
Eph. vi. 12), as it is in the Testaments of the at Patriarchs (e.g. 
Sym. 4, 6, Levi 5, 18, Aser 6 &c.). 

We are now in a position to give a reasonable account of the 
origin and meaning of the expression 6 7rovnpes. St Matthew 
puts it into our Lord’s mouth for the first time either in the 
Sermon on the Mount (v. 37, 39, vi. 18) or, if the masculine in- 
terpretation of these passages be denied, at least in xiii. 19 
(€pxeras o tovnpos), without a word of comment or explanation. 
The use of the phrase in the Gospels and in the Epistles leads us 
to suppose that it was one on which the Lord set the seal of His 
authority, not a chance expression in the apostolic rendering of 
the Lord’s words. Further, it is clear that the phrase was current 
and in familiar use, at least in Christian circles, by the time the 
Gospel according to St Matthew was written. 

The expression, we may venture to say, is the resultant of 
three converging influences. (1) We have remarked the tendency 
in Jewish thought to ascribe a unity to the conception of super- 
natural evil. (2) We have seen that the word zrovnpds was 
characteristically used in reference to these spiritual powers’. 
(3) Once more, our Lord came to proclaim with a distinctness 
unknown before the supreme and perfect goodness of the Father in 
Heaven. In the teaching of Christ and His Apostles the Father 
is 6 ayaGos (Matt. xix. 17, Mc. x. 18, Le. xviii. 19, comp. probably 
1 Pet. 111. 13), 6 adnOevos (1 John v. 20, John xvii. 3). It was now 
possible and needful in the development of religious thought that 
men should learn that to the All-good is opposed the one who is 
absolutely evil®. It is the conception which is emphasised especially 
in St John’s writings—ev 1H adnOela ove éornxev, bru ove éotiv 


éorw avOpwrwyv mvevpara, Trois {wow elodudpyeva x.7.X. This is said to be the only re- 
ference to demoniacal possession ‘in the later pre-Christian Jewish period’ (Toy’s 
article in the Journal of Biblical Literature p. 29). 

1 The phrase 6 wrovnpes dpxwv (Barn. iv. 18) exactly illustrates this stage of the 
history. 

* This thought is strikingly brought out by Tertullian (de Patientia v.), Cum 
Deus optimus, diabolus e contrario pessimus, ipsa sui diversitate testantur neutram 
alteri facere, ut nobis non magis a malo aliquid boni quam a bono aliquid mali 
editum videri possit. 


w 
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arnbea év avr (viii. 44); am’ apyns 6 SuaBonros duaprdve (1 John 
ii, 8). When the supreme contrast is thus made plain, it is not 
hard to see that the impersonal notion of malignity and mischief 
satisfies neither the expression itself nor the conditions of the 
divine teaching in which it lies embedded’. 

To sum up, while the expression, we may believe, first became 
current in the teaching of Christ and Christianity, it was not a 
sudden creation: the past in respect both of language and of theo- 
logical conception had prepared the way for it. 


The following are the passages (1) in the New Testament; 
(2) in early Christian literature, where o vrovnpés is used of Satan. 
I have not hesitated to include those passages where the incontro- 
vertible evidence of accidence is unattainable. 


(1) New Testament. 

(a) Synoptic Gospels: only St Matthew. 

v.37. éotw Sé 6 Adyos vay val val, ov ov’ Td 5é Teptcadv 
ToUTwY ex TOU TrOVNpOD EaTiV, 

Chrysostom, taking the words to refer to all oaths, gives the 
masculine interpretation of é« tov mrovnpod. 

v. 39. eyo 5é Ady vuiv pn avTicTivar TH Tovnpe. 

Here again Chrysostom maintains a reference to Satan. ov« 
ele pn avtiatnvat T@ adeXde@, GAAA TH Tovnp@’ Seicvds Sri 
éxelvou Kivovvros Tav’Tta ToApatat (vil. 234 E). It is difficult to 
resist Chrysostom’s conclusion, and for these reasons. (1) The 
use of abstract terms seems alien to the spirit of the Sermon on 
the Mount; all there is concrete. Hence it is unlikely that rd 


1 T am altogether without the knowledge which is necessary for the discussion of 
the question how near Rabbinic teaching approached to this term 6 rovnpés. I only 
offer one or two desultory remarks, (1) Bp Lightfoot quotes three passages from 
Rabbinic writings in which the name ‘the evil one’ is applied to Satan. Canon 
Cook (Second Letter p. 30) demurs to the force of these quotations for the conclusive 
reason that the word in each case is not Y" but YU". (2) In the Hebrew Bible 3%, 
like wrovnpés in the uxx., is used of adverse spiritual powers. The phrase J 7Y¥ 
is an important witness to a tendency to specialise the word. (3) In his article on 
“¥" (Chald. Wort.) Levy refers to a remarkable passage, Suc. 528, where it is said that 
yun 7¥° has seven names, the first of these being ‘the evil one’ (Y Gen. viii. 21). 
(4) Ido not suppose that there is in the Rabbinic writings more than an approxi- 
mation to the name ‘the evil one.’ Comp. Edersheim Life and Times ii, p. 755 
quoted above p. 88 n. 
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mwovnp® is neuter. (2) If however the gender is masculine, the 
reference is probably to Satan; for throughout this discourse 
Christ uses the language of paradox: He puts truths in their 
extreme and absolute form. Further, d\n’ doris...seems to imply 
that a different person is spoken of from the one referred to in the 
previous clause. Otherwise éav 5€ ce pamitn (or the like) would 
have been the natural form of the sentence. (8) Canon Cook 
(Second Letter p. 17) condemns Chrysostom’s exegesis as ‘in 
direct opposition to the plainest injunctions of Scripture.’ He 
probably refers to such words as avriotnre 5€ To SvaBorA@ 
(James iv. 7). But is not the A.V. as unscriptural as Chrysostom ? 
For ‘the plain injunction of Scripture’ is amootuyodvtes To 
mwovnpov (Rom. xii. 9). The fact is that, whether the word is 
masculine or neuter, the reference is to violence and persecution, 
and not to moral evil. Persecution is traced to Satan (e.g. Apoc. 
11. 10); the Passion of Christ is notably so (see p. 108). It is the 
history of the Passion which supplies the clearest comment on the 
words. Christ’s rebuke of St Peter when he smote the High- 
priest’s servant together with the last miracle of healing is equally 
in point, whether the masculine or the neuter rendering be adopted. 
But the words of Christ which St Luke records, aAX’ arn éotly 
vuav 4 apa cal yn éEovala Tov aKOTOUS (xxii. 53, comp. Col. i. 13, 
Acts xxvi. 18), i.e. the chosen opportunity of treacherous men and 
behind it the tyranny of Satan, seem to strengthen very greatly 
the case for the masculine rendering. Compare Jude 9. At first 
sight this interpretation of the passage seems to bring it into 
collision with 1 Pet. v. 9 (6 avriornte «.7.r.). But the thought of 
the Gospel is ‘Do not be careful to withstand Satan’s violence’; 
the thought of the Epistle is, ‘Satan will try to make you traitors 

- through persecution; stand firm against the tempter.’ The 
contradiction therefore is only verbal. 

vi. 13 pdcas nuas amo Tod Trovnpod. 

xiii. 19 Epyerat o movnpos (=o atavds Mc. 6 daBoros 
Le.). 

xiii, 38 ra 5é OcLavia eiouv of viol Tod Tovnpod. 

The masculine interpretation here is as old as Irenaeus (iv. 
66. 2): see p. 160. 
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(6) St Paul’s Epistles. | 

2 Thess. iii. 3 muotés 5€ eoruy o KuUptos, d¢ oTnpi€er buds Kal 
gurad£e: amd Tov wovnpod. See below, p. 112 ff. 

Gal. i. 4 draws eE6Anras nuas ex Tod ali@vos Tod éverTaTOS 
wovnpov. The passage is discussed below, p. 115 ff. 

Eph. vi. 16 év & duvncecOe travta ra BéXn Tod Trovnpod [Ta] 
TweTTupwpéeva oBécar. Comp. tas peBodias tod StaRorov (v. 11). 

(c) St John’s writings. 

John xvii. 15 épwrd...iva tnpnons avtovs éx Tod Tovnpod. 

1 John ii. 18, 14 vevexnxare tov mrovnpov. Comp. John xvi. 33 
éy@ vevixnka TOV KOopMOV. 

1 John iii, 12 ov xabes Kaly é« rod rovnpod nv Kai éohakey 
Tov adeAgov avtod*, Comp. John viii. 44. 

1 John v. 18 f. 6 yevvnbels ex tod Ocod trypet avrov, Kal 6 Tro- 
vnpos ovy dmrerat avtovd...6 Koamos SAOS év THO Trovnpe KetTat. 

(d) There are three passages in which there is evidence that in 
some forms of the text the phrase ‘ the evil one’ was introduced. 

Matt. xii. 38 f. The Old Syriac reads: ‘The tares are the 
children of the evil one (La-.22), and the sower he is the evil one’ 

Acts x. 38. The Vulgate Syriac in translating the phrase 
TavTas Tovs KaTadvvacTevopeveus U7rd Tov daRoXov represents: 
the last words by Lan. Xo. 

For the Syriac Versions see p. 154 ff. 

Matt. xiii. 28 (éy@pos avOpwiros rodro érroincev). Origen in 
a Homily on Ps, xxxvi. (Hom. ii. § 4), as it is preserved in the 
translation of Rufinus, says, ‘Sed et Dominus in Evangelio 
diabolum non dixit peccatorem tantummodo, sed malignum vel 
malum, et cum docet in oratione, vel dicit: Sed libera nos a malo. 
Et alibi, malus homo fecit, sive malignus. This implies the 
reading 6 wrovnpos or mrovnpss dvOpwrros. The words however may 
be a slip of memory’. 


1 This passage seems to underlie Theophilus ad Autol. ii. 29 iwixa éwpa [6 Zara- 
vas} tov “ABeX evapecroivra Tw Oep, evepyhoas els Tov ddedpdv avbrov Tdv Kadovpevor 
Kaly éwolnoev droxreivar tov ddedpdy adrod rdv “ABeX. This treatise, it will be 
remembered, contains ‘the earliest quotation of St John’s Gospel by name which 
has been preserved’ (Bp Westcott Canon p. 228). 

2 Compare Esther vii. 6 dv@pwaos éx pos ‘Apudy 6 rovnpos odros. 


C. 7 
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(2) Karly Christian Interature. 

Ep. Barnabas ii. 10 ta pr) 6 movnpos trapetadvow mrdvns 
Tounaas év Hyiv exaoghevdovnon nas amo ths Cans npav. 

xix. 11 eis TéX0s praoncets Tov Tovnpdév. The reading however is 
doubtful. (1) Documentary evdence. Of the two oldest MSS. 
Cod. Sinatticus (&) omits the article; Cod. Constantinopolitanus (C) 
has rd. The other Greek MSS., which, as they seem to be 
derived from a common archetype (Gebhardt Proleg. p. x.), are 
represented by a common symbol (G), have ro». The Latin 
Version’ (L) is clear for the masculine (malus odiosus tibi erit in 
perpetuum). Gebhardt’s general view (p. xxxvii.) is ‘Multo sae- 
pius in veris quam in falsis L cum G convenit, ita ut his ambobus 
haud raro codicum & et C consensum postponendum esse duxerim.’ 
In this passage the omission in N before vov- slightly favours 
tov. On the whole therefore the evidence of the MSS. leans 
towards rov. (2) Internal evidence. (a) aypumvobvres...émt To 
movnpov (xx. 2) is, I think, the only certain instance of ro zrovnpdv 
in Barnabas. (b) On the one hand the neuter gains some 
probability from iv. 1 puonowpev thv mravnv Tod viv Kaipod, 
iv. 10 pronowpev TerElws Ta Epya THs Trovnpas Odod, xix. 2 wLaoncets 
mTav 0 ovK got apecTov TH Dew, plonoels TATaY VroKpiotv. But 
on the other hand the antithesis suggested by the words (dyamn- 
ges TOY ToincavTa ce) at the beginning of the chapter (xix. 2) 
distinctly favours the masculine roy, Further, while the certain 
use of 6 arovnpos in ii. 10 is a strong argument, there is nothing 
in the context to suggest a reminiscence of St Paul’s words 
atroatuyoovtes TO Trovnpov (Rom. xii. 9). The lines of evidence 
therefore appear to converge in favour of rov’. 


1 The date of this Version is uncertain. On the one hand traces of the influence 
of the Vulgate are wanting. On the other it does not appear to have been known 
to Jerome. Gebhardt (p. lv.) approves the general conclusion ‘eam ante seculi vii 
exitum conscriptam esse credas; verisimile vero videtur eam multo antiquiorem 
esse.’ 

2 Dr Taylor (Expositor, Third Series, vol. iii. p. 408) argues in favour of the 
reading 76. But (1) his view that uojoes 7d wovnpéy is an ‘abbreviated form’ of 
Mohoes wacay Urdkpow Kal wav 8 wh dpeordv Tw Kuply (Didaché iv.), a phrase which 
Barnabas (inverting the order of the clauses) has already incorporated (xix. 2), 


seems unnatural; (2) he appears to neglect the angelology of Barnabas; see the 
passages quoted below p. 99 n. 
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Xx1, 3 éyyus 4 nuépa ev 4 ouvaTroXEiTaL TavTa TO TrovnpS. 
Compare The Ecclesiastical Canons 14. In this passage the 
interpretation, as in the passage just discussed, the reading is 
doubtful. The Latin Version has the equally ambiguous ‘cum 
malo.’ The following considerations favour the masculine. (1) 
Just above it is said, 6 éxetva (ie. the deeds of ‘the evil way’) 
exAeyouevos peta Tov épywv av’Tod cuvatroAcirat. Here there 
is the same combination of the masculine and the neuter. A 
common destruction of the worker and his works is spoken of. 
(2) This interpretation of a clause at the end of the description 
of ‘the evil way’ corresponds with the opening definition 7 tod 
HéXavos odds’. (8) There is an earlier passage (xv. 5) which 
would be decisive if the reading were beyond dispute: dray 
EXOay 6 vids avTOv KaTapynoe: TOY KaLpoY TOU avomou Kal KpLveEl 
tovs ageBeis nal adrake. tov HrALov Kal THY GEANnVYnY Kal Tovs 
aorépas x«.t.. In G however we find avrod in place of rod 
avoyuov, the word being perhaps repeated from 6 vids avrod just 
before. Cod. & provokingly omits the word altogether. L has 
‘tempus iniquitatis. The rod dvduou of C, which was long ago 
conjectured by Bp Fell, seems to explain the variations. It 
is supported by xviii. 2 6 pév éorw xupws...6 5é apywy Kxaipod 
Tov vov THS avopias, a passage which probably suggested the 
emendation of L. Compare iv. 9 év t@ avopm xaipy. If rod 
avopov is thought the best supported reading, it is almost 
conclusive in favour of the masculine interpretation of r@ mrovnpe’. 


1 Happily we are saved from a discussion of gender by the other passage in 
Barnabas where the term occurs, tva wh oxy wapelodvow 6 pédas (iv. 9). This remark- 
able name is probably of Hebrew origin (see Harnack’s note), but it serves here 
to emphasise the contrast: 7 630s rod gwrds (xix. 1), ép qs... clo reraypévor 
puraywyol dyyedo Geo. It should be considered in connexion with the baptismal 
custom of turning to the west and renouncing Satan: compare Cyril of Jerusalem 
Catech. x1x. Myst. i. 4 (dwrordocecOe ry oxorevy éxelvy xal fopepy dpxovri). 

2 The following passages in the Epistle should be noted: 7qyuepmr ody ovody rovn- 
pov xal alroo rot évepyodvros (L. contrarius) éyovros riv éfovclay (ii. 1); wa phrore 
...0 wovnpds apxwy NaBav Thy xa’ quwy ekovolay drwonrar Huds awd ris Baowelas rod 
kuptou (iv. 18) ; dyyedos wovnpds eoodigev avrovs (ix. 4); édp’ Hs dé dyyehoe Tod Zarava 
(xviii, 1), A parallel can be found in Jewish Apocalyptic literature to (a) the 
neuter, 4 Esdras vi. 27, Delebitur enim malum et extinguetur dolus, a passage found 
in the Syriac, the Aethiopic (iv. 32), the Arabic (malum cor recedet ab iis), the 
Armenian Versions; comp. viii. 58; (b) the masculine ; Assumptio Moyseos x. 1, Et 
tunc parebit regnum illius in omni creatura illius et tunc Zabulus finem habebit, et 
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Letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons (Eus., H. £. v. 1) 
Suvapevoe Sia HS Vropovns wacav THY opyny Tov Tovnpod eis 
éavtous édxvaat', See below, p. 182. | 

Clementine Homilies (a) Epist. Clem. ad Jac. i. ért tod 
éveoT@Tos Trovnpod Tov éadpevov ayaboy brw TH KOTHH pNVUGAS 
Baovréa. See below, p. 116. 

(b) tb. iv. Sinatws cuvevOvpnOnri pot, wore cou THS cuUp- 
payias ypelay ever 0 ypiotos, viv bre 6 ToYNpOS KaTAa THS avTOD 
yougpns ToAEMov Hparo, ) Elis Tov emLoVvTa ypdvoy bre viKHTAS 
Bacirevce ; 

(c) Hom. xix. 2 «ai o [lérpos’ aduvarov éori wor pavnv Tov 
€uov apynoacbar Sidacxanrov, 510 Kal opuoroye elvar tov Trovnpoy 
x.7.r. See below, p. 133. 

It may be suggested that the connexion of the word o zrevnpos 
with sayings of our Lord in the last of these passages from the 
‘Clementines’ (see p. 133), together with the fact that the term 
is used by St Matthew alone among the Synoptists and with 
the use of the term in the Syriac Versions (see p. 155), is an 
indication that this was a usual designation for Satan in the 
Aramaic Gospel, oral and written, on which were based ‘the 
Gospel according to the Hebrews’ and our Gospel according to 
St Matthew. | 

Clem. Alex. Paedagogus (a) 1. 7 ovbros (i.e. the angel who 
wrestled with Jacob and who was the Paedagogus) jv 6 dvOpwrros 
6 dyov kal hépwv, o cuyyuuvalopevos Kai areipwv Kata Tov 
jovnpov tov acxntny ‘laxw8....rrepvite Sidacxwy Tov avtayw- 
tristitia cum eo abducetur, The latter passage is obviously the closer parallel to 
our present passage.’ Compare Edersheim Life and Times ii. p, 441, ‘‘In the 
latter [the renewed earth] neither physical nor moral darkness would any longer 
prevail, since the Yetser ha Ra, or ‘ Evil impulse,’ would be destroyed (Yalkut i. 
p. 45 ¢).” 

1 If Melito’s treatise ra wepi rot diaBddou kal rips dwroxadtwWews Twdyvou (Eus. H. E. 
iv. 26) had been preserved, the usage of an important school would doubtless have 
been made clear to us. In the Martyrdom of Polycarp xvii. (6 5 dyrlgpdos xal 
Bdoxavos xal wovnpds, 6 dvrixeluevos TH yéver THr Stxalwv) there is some slight autho- 
rity for the omission of xat before wovnpés. The following passage from Athenagoras 
Supplicatio c. 24 illustrates the meaning of 6 wovnpés and probably implies its 
currency as a name for Satan, odrés re 6 rijs UAns xal rdv év adrg clidy dpxwy...ovros 
5¢ duedjoas cal wovnpos wepl Thy Tov wemisrevpévwv yevouevos Solknow...6 5¢ THs Odrys 
dpxwy...évavrla ry ayaby Tot Oeod émirpomeber al Srosxe?...d Se Oeds Tedelws d-yadds wy 
K.T.N. 
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yiotnv. It is possible that the clause of the Lord’s Prayer is in 
Clement’s mind. 

(b) i. 12. 6n S€ Kat havepwrata rod trovnpod cvpBodra 
OUK aiaXUVoVTaL TrepiKeimeval. ws yap THY Kvay o odus nrraTncer, 
obtw Sé xal tas adXNas yuvaixas 6 Kocpos 6 ypucods SedéaTL 
T pocxYpwpevos TOV pews TO oxNmaTe eEEunver eis UBpers. 

(c) it, 12. deyéovow étatpix@s Tov mrovTOV eis Gvetdos* 
kal Tov Oeod ta Swpnpata areipoxadia Tapayaparrovar, Cnrodoat 
TOU Tovnpov THY TEXVND. 

On the passages of Tertullian where malus is used as a name 
of Satan, see below, p. 135 f. | 

It is probable that there are other passages even in the scanty 
remains of the Christian literature of the second century which have 
come down to us, in which this name of Satan is used. It hardly 
seems however to have gained a wide currency till the days of 
formal New Testament exegesis’. Justin Martyr does not mention 
it either in Apol. 1. 28 (6 dpynyérns tov Kkaxdy Sauovov ddus 
karelra, Kat Yatavas nai SvaBonros) or in Dial. 103°, although in 
Dial. 125 there is an apparent allusion to the term, mpoo7AOev 
auT@ 6 SuaBoros, Tovréotiy 4 Suvapis exewwyn 7 Kal Gdhus KexAnuevn 
kal Latavas, tepatwy avtov...6 5é avtoy KxatédXvce Kal xate- 
Banrev, édéyEas OTe wrovnpds éort. In the passages in which the 
name occurs it has every appearance of being a term in recognised, 
though not common, use. 


Note on the Yetser ha Ra (see p. 89). 


A few points in this complicated subject may be touched upon in a 
note. (1) On the Yetser see Levy Chald. Worterbuch i. p. 342, Neuhebr. u. 
Chald. Worterb. ii. p. 757 ff.; Weber System der Altsynagogalen Palis- 
tinischen Theologie § 54 (p. 242 ff.), comp. pp. 208 f., 216, 223 f.; Edersheim 
The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah i. p. 52, ii. p. 757 ff. Several ques- 
tions, as it will appear, suggest themselves, a full investigation of which 
would throw light on many points of great interest, as, for example, St Paul’s 
doctrine of the Fall. (2) If an amateur in such studies may trust his super- 


1 Thus for ras évédpas rod dcaBddou (Ignat. Trall. viii.) the Interpolator in the 4th 
century substitutes ras évédpas rod wovnpod. 

2 Comp. Apoc. xii. 9 é8A407 6 Spdxwy 6 wéyas, d Ggis 6 dpxatos, 6 Kadovperos did Bo- 
hos kal d Laravas, xx. 2. 
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ficial observation, the article is commouly present in the one case, wanting 
in the other (J77 ¥', 3 ¥). If so, the tendency to personification was 
more active in regard to the evil impulse. This is what we should have 
expected, since it would be felt that the good impulse would ultimately flow 
from God. It should be noticed that Levy and Weber represent different 
views as to the personification of these two impulses. ‘ Welche beide Triebe 
als Engel personificirt,’ writes the former (ii. p. 258). The criticism of the 
latter runs thus (p. 228): ‘Auch Levy Chal. W. B. i. 342 nennt ihn den ‘ bésen 
Engel,’ aber identisch sind sie nicht. Sofern der Jezer und der Satan die 
gleiche gottwidrige Absicht haben, wirkt dieser durch jenen und ist in ihm die 
bewegende Kraft; so kann es geschehen, dass Eines fiir das Andere steht, 
ohne dass Beides zusammenfallt. Allerdings ist die Neigung, beide Begriffe 
zu verschmelzen, in der spateren jiidischen Theologie gewachsen. Zu Kid- 
duschin (81*) bemerkt Raschi: Es erschien ihm Satan, welcher der Jezer hara 
ist.’ Thus Weber admits a relative personification. (3) The passages in 
4 Esdras referred to above (p. 89) are these : iv. 30 Quoniam granum seminis 
mali seminatum est in corde Adam ab initio, et quantum impietatis generavit 
usque nunc, et generat usque dum veniat area!. iii. 21 Cor enim malignum 
baiulans primus Adam transgressus et victus est, sed et omnes qui de eo nati 
sunt. (4) I cannot help suspecting that the conception of the two impulses is 
closely allied to the conception of the two ways, and that the tendency to per- 
sonification in the one case is closely akin to a similar tendency in the other 
case. It will be remembered that in the Didaché and the documents which 
seem directly based on it there is no reference to any connexion between ‘the 
two ways’ and spiritual powers. In other documents such a reference has the 
appearance of being a later addition. If so, the Didaché presents us with ‘the 
two ways’ in a more original form. For these two points viz. (a) the connexion 
between the two impulses and the two ways, (b) the allied processes of personi- 
fication, compare the following passages, J'’est. xi. Patriarch. Jud. 20 8vo mvev- 
pata axoAd{ovet tp avOpere, ro Ths adnOeias cal To Tis mAayyS’ Kai pécov éoTt Td 
THS TUVETEWS TOU VOOS, OU eayv GeAy KAwa. Aser 1 dvo dors Ewxev 6 Oeds Trois 
viois tov avOpw@rev, cat 800 d:aBovAra, cat dvo0 mpd&es, cal Bvo rorous (v. 1. rpo- 
mous), kat Svo réAn...000t Svo, kaAdov Kat kaxov’ ev ois elot ra dvo SiaBovAta ey 
arépvois nudy Staxpivovta aurds. éav ody 4 Wuxy Oédy ev Kad@, maca mpagis 
auTis eoriv év Sixatoovry, Kav apapty evOds peravoei... eav 8€ ev mommp@ KAiver TO 
diaBovAtoy, waca mpakis auris ory ev rromnpig, cat drwOovpevos ro ayaboy mpoo- 
AapBaver ro Kaxov kai xuptevOeis vo Tov BeNiap, nav ayaboyv mpage, év mwovnpia 
avro peraotpepet.... 6 Onoavpos Tov SiaBorov (V. 1. 8caBovAtou) lov movnpod arvev- 
patos menAnpora. The Latin Fragment published by Gebhardt in Harnack 
Die Lehre &c. p. 277: Viae duae sunt in seculo, vitae et mortis, lucis et tene- 
brarum. In his constituti sunt angeli duo, unus aequitatis, alter iniquitatis. 


1 Compare vii. 92 (part of the ‘ Missing Fragment,’ ed. Prof. Bensly p. 67), Ordo 
primus, quoniam cum labore multo certati sunt ut vincerent cum eis plasmatum 
cogitamentum malum, ut non eas seducat a vita in mortem. 
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Barn. xviii., xix. Hermas Mand. vi. 1. 2 adda viv b€do cot, dyciv, dnrooa 
kat ras Suvapets avrav, iva vojons tis avrav riva Bivapw Eyer Kal évépyecay: 
Simdai yap elow ai evépyeat avrav’ xeivras ovv emi Stxaig Kai adixp’ ov ovdv 
 wioreve TO dixaig, rp 8é adixp py morevons’ To yap Sixatov dpOnv addov Exet, 
To 8€ ddixoyv orpeBAny... apéoxer pot, Hyui, xvpre, ravty TH Gop wopeverOat. tro- 
pevon, pryot, kai os av €€ GAns Kapdias émuorpéyy mpos KUptov, mopevoerat ev avT7. 
dxove viv, dnot, wept ris miorews’ duo eioiv ayyeAoe pera tov advOpwrov, eis THs 
dixatoouns xat eis THs movnpias. The whole passage should be studied. (5) 
Dr C. Taylor (Sayings of the Jewish Fathers p. 144) assumes without question 
that the teaching about Yetser was current in our Lord’s time, and conjectures 
that the original form of amo rot mommpod may have been YN 1%. The evi- 
dence of the Syriac Versions is sufficient to disprove this latter conjecture. 
But the two passages which Dr Taylor quotes from the Targum bring the 
phrase into a closer connexion with the word which I suppose that the Lord 
actually used: ‘“ Lest mine enemy say, I have prevailed against him” (Ps. 
xiii. 5) becomes in the Targum, “ Lest NU NY" say, &c.” “They shall bear 
thee up in their hands, lest thou stumble against [RW N¥° which is like] a 
stone” (Ps. xci. 12),’ 


3. Is umd tod wovnpod masculine or neuter ? 


(i). Evidence derived from the Gospels. 

(a) The Baptism and the Temptation. 

No sooner has the Lord been publicly set apart for the ministry 
by the heavenly voice and the gift of the Holy Spirit, than He 
enters the field of conflict with the devil. Gathering up humanity 
into Himself, ‘He gathered up that ancient and primeval quarrel 
against the serpent’.’ The Temptation was no casual and acci- 
dental parenthesis in the Lord’s life: it was essential to its reality 
and, if we may say so, to its completeness. The Temptation was 
an epitome of His whole life’. 

The Lord’s Prayer is the Prayer of redeemed humanity taught 
to men by the Son of Man. We should expect to find reflected 
here something of what, as He learned by suffering, is most cha- 
racteristic of human life. We feel that the remembrance of the 
pain endured in this necessary conflict inspires the words. 


1 Tren. v. xxi, 2 Non autem Dominus antiquam illam et primam adversus 
serpentem inimicitiam in semetipso recapitulatus fuisset...si ab alio venisset patre, 
2 of Stapepernxdres eT enou ev rots wetpacpors pou (Luke xxii. 28). 
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Owos. In all these directions the devil opposes God by imitating 
Him". 

Our Father which art in heaven. Contrast ot viol tod mrovnpob 
(Matt. xiii. 38), dwets ex tod warpos Tod SuaBonou éoré (John viii. 
44), vié dvaBorou (Acts xiii. 10). So 1 John iii. 10 davepa éotiv 
Ta Téxva TOD Oeod Kal ta Téxva Tov SuaBorov. To realize absolutely 
our relation to the True Father is to be rescued from the 
habitual authority of the False: aas 6 yeyevynuévos é« tod Oeobd 
ovY dpapraver...kat o Trovnpos ovy amrerat avtTod (1 John v. 18). 
| Hallowed be thy name. Contrast in the symbolism of the 

Apocalypse dvéuata (v. 1. dvopa) Bracdnutias belonging to the 
Beast who is the representative of the Dragon’s power (xii. 1, 
xvii. 3). Compare Apoc, ix. 11, xiv. 11 (contrast xiv. 1 7d dvoya 
aUTOU Kal TO Gvopa TOD TraTpOS aUTOD). 

Thy kingdom come. Contrast 6 dpywy tod xoapov tovTou 
(John xii. 31, xiv. 30, xvi. 11, comp. Eph. ii. 2); 6 Oe0s tod aidvos 
tovtou (2 Cor. iv. 4), opposed to 6 Bactrevs tev aiwver (1 Tim. 1 
17); so at apxai, ai éEovorat, 01 Koopoxparopes [contrast 6 7ayTo- 
Kpatwp| Tov axotrous TovTou (Eph. vi. 12), 6 pév dotev Kuvptos aro 
aiwvwy kal eis Tovs altavas, 0 Sé dpywy Katpod Tod viv THs avopias 
(Barn. xvili.). In the imagery of the Apocalypse Satan has his 
throne (ézov 6 Opovos Tod Zatava ii. 18), just as he has his worship 
(cuvaywyn Tod Yatava ii. 9, iii. 9) and, if the word be allowed, his 
‘theology’ (ra Babéa Tod Latavd, ws Aéyovewr ii. 24). 

Thy will be done, as in heaven, so on earth. Before the will 
of the True Father and King the lusts of the False will give way. 
Compare vpeis éx tod matpos tod SuaBddou dare Kal Tas émiOupias 
Tov matpos vuov Oérere mrovety (John viii. 44); Contrast the 
oneness of the divine will with the manifoldness of the lusts of 
the evil one; comp. 1 Pet. iv. 2 ro pnKéte avOporwy éribupiass 
anna Oernuate Geod tov érriroutrov év capki Bidcat ypovov. Eph. 
ii. 3 Ta OeAnpaTta THS TapKos. 

Forgive us our debts. Contrast Apoc. xii. 10 6 Kkatnywp tev 
adeAhav nudv, 6 KaTHYyopev avTovs evwTrLov TOV Beod Hudv nwépas 
Kab vuKTOS. 

Bring us not into temptation, but deliver us from the evel one, 


1 Varie diabolus aemulatus est veritatem. Adfectavit illam aliquando defendendo 
concutere (Tert. adv. Prax. i.). ; 
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or evil. These two petitions alone in the Prayer are connected 
together. The key to the interpretation lies in the aAdd. The 
mutual relation of the two petitions may be presented thus: 
pn eioeveyens nas els Teipacpov 
pdoa NuaS aro Tov TrovnpoD. 

In the New Testament the devil is consistently represented 
as the tempter. Comp. Matt. iv. 3 6 meupatwv elrrev avr’. 
1 Thess. ili. 5 on mas éreipacey tpds 6 teipavwv’, 1 Cor. vii. 5 
iva pn wepatn vpas 6 Xatavads. Apoc. il, 10 wérArer BarrAcw 6 
SuaBonros €& duav eis pudraxny tva tretpacOynTe. 1 Tim. vi. 9 (com- 
pared with iii. 7, 2 Tim. it 26). Nor does Jas. i. 14 (€caoros 5é 
metpaterat ud THs (dias émeOvpias) conflict with this view of the 
general drift of New Testament teaching. The Apostle there 
wishes to vindicate the ways of God to men. In the matter of 
temptation he throws the responsibility on the man himself: the 
man’s will is the offender—ras émriOupias tod tratpos vay OéreTE 
move (John viii. 44). The question of the final source of tempta- 
tion lies outside the scope of the passage. 

When then it is noticed that the two clauses in each of their 
several parts correspond to, and are set over against, each other, 
the presumption in favour of the masculine rendering of tov 
qovnpov becomes very strong; and a review of the Prayer itself 
confirms the verdict based on the consideration of its relation to 
the Lord’s own experience. 


(c) The Ministry and the Passion. The Lord’s life is the best 
commentary on the Lord’s Prayer. St John explains the purpose 
of the Incarnation in the words: eis todto épavepdOn 6 vids Tov 
Ocod iva AVON Ta Epya Tov dvaBorov (1 John iii. 8). The life in 
its activities of ministry is briefly summarised by St Peter thus: 
SunrAOev evepyerav Kal iwpmevos travras Tos Kataduvactevopévous 


1 Ipse a diabolo temptatus praesidem et artificem temptationis demonstravit 
(Tert. de Orat. viii.) Gregory of Nyssa (de Orat. Dom. v.) strangely exaggerates this 
view when he suggests that wetpacuds is one of Satan’s names. 

* Resch (p. 233) compares the agraphon in Hom. Clem. iii. 55, rots 5¢ olouévors | 
drt 6 Geos weipater, ws al ypapal Aéyoucw, Edn, 6 wovnpds eoTrw 6 wepdiwy. He 
thinks that the mode of expression resembles the style of the Synoptic Gospels. 
Bp Westcott on the other hand doubts the genuineness of this saying (Introduc- 
tion to the Study of the Gospels p. 457 n.). 
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Uma Tov diaBodou (Acts x. 38)". With this general description of 
the whole Ministry the Lord’s words as to one of His miracles 
should be compared: ‘Ought not this woman...whom Satan had 
bound (jv éSycev 6 Laravas), lo, these eighteen years, to have been 
loosed from this bond (AvOjvae amo Tov Sécpou TovTov) on the day 
of the sabbath’ (Luke xiii. 16)? It is not easy to believe that any 
who so remembered the Lord’s words and works, and so shaped 
the record of that remembrance, would have hesitated as to the 
meaning of the disputed clause in the Prayer. 

But it is when we turn to the story of the Passion that the 
evidence becomes clearest. The visit of Judas to the chief priests 
was due to the promptings of Satan (Luke xxii. 3). It was in 
obedience to the same inspiration that the traitor rose from the 
table to head his Master’s enemies (John xiii. 2, 27). The Lord 
Himself interpreted the crisis of redemption in three different 
ways as the ineffectual coming, the judgment, the expulsion, of 
‘the prince of this world’ (John xii. 31, xiv. 30, xvi. 11). Now 
He met face to face ‘the tyranny of darkness’ (7 éfovcla tod 
oxotous Luke xxii. 53, comp. Col. 1.13 épvcaro nuas é« ths 
éEouvcias tov oxotous, Acts xxvi. 18, Eph. vi. 12). 

Christ’s interpretation of His sufferings is repeated by the 
Apostolic teachers. St Paul views the cross of shame as the 
triumphal car on which the Conqueror exhibits the vanquished 
‘principalities and powers’ (Col. ii. 15). The writer to the Hebrews 
(i. 14 f.) unfolds the paradox that through death, the devil's tool, 
the Lord brought the devil to nought and set his captives free. 

Two passages however, imbedded in the history of the Passion, 
demand closer investigation. The view of the Passion insisted on 
above throws light on both of them. 

(1). The first passage is from St Luke’s Gospel (xxii.), ‘Ye 
are they which have continued with me in my temptations; and I 
appoint unto you a kingdom, even as my Father appointed unto 
me (vv. 28, 29)....Simon, Simon, behold, Satan asked to have you (6 
Latavas éEntncaro vuas), that he might sift you as wheat; but J 
made supplication for thee (eyo dé éde7Onv rept cod), that thy faith 
fail not (vv. 31, 32)....And he came out, and went, as his custom 


1 The Syriac Vulgate here translates roi d:aBddouv by LerD (the-evil-one). 
See below, p. 155. 
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was, unto the mount of Olives (v. 39)....And when he was at the 
place, he said unto them, Pray that ye enter not into temptation 
(wpocevyerbe pun ecicedOeivy ets meipacpov v. 40)....He kneeled 
down and prayed, saying, Father, if thou be willing, remove this 
cup from me: nevertheless not my will, but thine, be done (ux To 
OérAnuad pov adda TO cov yivéc Ow w. 41, 42)....Why sleep ye? rise 
and pray, that ye enter not into temptation’ (apooevyerGe, iva pn 
eiaéXOnre eis Tretpacpor, v. 46), 

The scene, it is true, shifts from the upper room to the Garden ; 
yet there is an irresistible sense of unity about the history. The 
brief interval of time which separates the first of the words quoted 
above from the last does not affect the close nexus of the thoughts. 
The language of the Evangelists’ seems designed to emphasise the 
relation between the Lord’s Prayer and the Lord’s teaching on 
the evening of the betrayal. This parallel will to many minds 
establish beyond a doubt the masculine interpretation of azo rod 
qTovnpov. 

(ii). The other passage is from the true Oratio Dominica 
(John xvii. 15): ‘I pray not (ov« épwre) that thou shouldest take 
them from (iva dpns...éx...) the world, but that thou shouldest 
keep them from the evil one’ (‘va typnons avrovs éx Tov Trovnpod). 
The reference of €« tov mrovnpod to the devil seems to be certain 
for the following four reasons*, (1) The form of the sentence: ov« 
-.€K TOU KOTPLOV ANAA...eK TOU Tovnpod. The usage of St John (6 
dpywv tod Koopov TovTou xii. 31, xiv. 30, xvi. 11, 6 Koapos bXOs ev 
T®@ Tovnpe® xeitat 1 John v. 19) seems to indicate decisively the 
contrast intended—from the tyrant’s power, not from the region 
which the tyrant claims as his. (2) The preceding context (vv. 11, 
12): ‘Holy Father, keep (rnpncov) them in thy name which thou 
hast given me....While I was with them, I kept (érjpovy) them in 
thy name which thou hast given me; and I guarded them (év- 
Naka), and not one of them perished, but the son of perdition ; 
that the scripture might be fulfilled.” The last clause is the 


1 It is important to observe that (a) St Matthew has the same phrase here 
(xxvi. 42 yeynOhrw rd 0é\npd cov) as in the Lord’s Prayer: St Luke omits this clause 
in xi, 2. (b) in the language of Syria different ‘voices’ of the same verb are equi- 
valent respectively to eloevéyxac and elcedOet (see p. 61 f.). 

2 Canon Cook (Second Letter p. 81) points out that Chrysostom gives the 
neuter interpretation here—rovréoriw, awe rijs xaxlas (x. 664 B, 80 viii. 483). 
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connecting link with an earlier passage. ‘I speak not of you all: 
I know whom I have chosen: but that the scripture may be 
fulfilled, He that eateth my bread lifted up his heel against me.... 
So when he had dipped the sop, he taketh and giveth it to Judas, 
the son of Simon Iscariot. And after the sop, then entered Satan 
into him’ (xiii. 18, 26f.). All the Apostles were safely kept by 
their Master save one. He fell a victim to the devil’s power. 
For the future the Lord prays that those whom He leaves behind 
may still be kept from the great enemy, who had made one of 


their number his own. (8) The parallels in the Epistle: 


GosPEL. 


While I was with them, J kept 
(érnpovy) them in thy name...and I 
guarded (épvAaga) them, and not one 
of them perished, but the son of per- 
dition. 


I have given them thy word; and 
the world hated them, because they 
are not of the world, even as I am 
not of the world. I pray not that 
thou shouldest take them from the 
world, but that thou shouldest keep 
them from the evil one (éx rod movn- 
pov). They are not of the world, even 
as I am not of the world. xvii. 12—15. 
I have overcome the world. xvi. 33. 


EPISTLE, 

He that was begotten of God (6 
yevrnbeis ex tov Beov) keepeth (rnpei) 
him.and the evil one toucheth him 
not (o movnpos ovy dmrrerat avrov).... 


My little children, guard (dvAd€are) 


yourselves from idols. v. 18, 21. 


I have written unto you, young 
men, because ye are strong, and 
the word of God abideth in you, and 
ye have overcome the evil one (rov 
movnpov). Love not the world, neither 
the things that are in the world. ii. 
14, 15. 


(4) The parallel in St Luke xxu. 31, 32: 


St JOHN. 

While I was with them, I kept 
them....I guarded them..../ pray (é- 
pwre)...that thou shouldest keep them 
from the evil one. 


St LUKE. 

Simon, Simon, behold Satan asked 
to have you, that he might sift you 
as wheat; but J made supplication 
(€8enOnv) for thee. 


But if, as these arguments appear to prove, é€« Tov qrovnpod is 


masculine, is it possible to disconnect the prayer which the Lord 
taught as the typical Christian prayer from the prayer which He 
Himself prayed? Is not the one the best guide to a true under- 
standing of the other? And indeed, however great the difference 
as to surroundings and form of expression, there are striking points 
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of contact between the two prayers. 


realities lie at the root of both. 


Our Father which art in heaven. 


- Hallowed be thy name. 


Thy kingdom come. 


Thy will be done, as in heaven, so 
on earth. 


Bring us not into temptation, but 
deliver us from the evil one (a7 rod 


movnpov). 


The above table indicates some of the resemblances. 
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The same great spiritual 


Father (vv. 1, 5, 21, 24), Holy 
Father (v. 11), Righteous Father 
(v. 25). 

T manifested thy name (2. 6). 

Keep them...I kept them, in thy 
name which thou hast given me (vv. 
11, 12). 3 

I made known unto them thy name 
(vy. 26)}, 

Glorify thy Son, that the Son may 
glorify thee: even as thou gavest 
him authority over all flesh... (wv. 
1, 2). 

I glorified thee on the earth, having 
accomplished the work which thou. 
hast given me to do...the glory which 
I had with thee before the world was 
(vv. 4, 5). 

I am no more in the world, and 
these are in the world (v. 11). 

Even as thou, Father, art in me, 
and I in thee, that they also may be 
in us: that the world may believe... 
(v. 21). | 

I kept them...I guarded them (v. 
12). 

...1 pray...that thou shouldest keep 
them from the evil one (€x rot movn- 
pov) (v. 15). 


No such 


mechanical arrangement however can lay bare the one spirit which 


quickens both prayers. 


The conjecture might be hazarded that in the Gospel and 
Epistle of St John we have a Johannine form of the clause of the 
Lord’s Prayer under discussion, in which tipycov or pvdAafkov 
(comp. 2 Thess, iii. 3 puAa£es azo Tov troynpod) takes the place of 


1 Comp. rdrep, ddtacdv cov 7d dvouza (John xii. 27). Chrysostom commenting on 
the Lord’s Prayer says: 7d ydp, dy.acOjrw, roiro Eorw, dofacOijrTw (vii. 250 o). 
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pvcas, and the preposition é« the place of the azmé of the Synop- 
tists}. 

But, however this may be, the evidence derived from the 
Gospels themselves—the account of the Temptation, the Lord’s 
Prayer, the history of the Ministry and especially of the Passion— 
seems without any shadow of uncertainty to warrant the conclu- 
sion that Christ taught His Church in the Lord’s Prayer to pray 
for deliverance from the assaults of the devil. 


(ii). Evidence derived from the Epistles, 

Reasons have been given for thinking that in the earliest days 
as now the Lord’s Prayer was in familiar use. The Apostolic 
writers who so used it would sometimes consciously, sometimes 
unconsciously, mould their language after the model of its words. 
But the indications which suggest frequency of use are also proofs 
that as yet the Prayer had no such stereotyped form as it as- 
sumed a little later. Without this warning a slight variation of 
phrase in the Apostolic writings might throw us off our guard, and 
we might pass by unnoticed what is in truth little else than a 
quotation of one of the petitions of the Prayer. 

We proceed to discuss certain possible references in the 
Epistles to the last clause of the Lord’s Prayer. 

(1) 2 Thess. iii. 1 ff +d Nowrov mpocevyecbe, aderhoi, rept 
npev...va pucOopev amo Tay atétTwv Kat Tovnpav avOpwrer, 
ov Yap Tavtwyv 7 Tiots. Mioatds S€ éoTW O KUpLOS, Os oTnpi—er 
Upas Kal hurake: amo tod trovnpod We ask two questions— What 
is the interpretation of the last clause? How far may a reference 
to the Lord’s Prayer be considered certain ? 

In regard to the first question, St Paul certainly uses the 
phrase ‘the evil one’ in wavta ta BéAn Tod Trovnpod Ta TreTupw- 
péva (Eph. vi. 16, comp. ras pePodias tod dvaRonov v. 11, and con- 
trast Ta mvéevpatixa THS Trovnpias v. 12). In the present passage 
the context clearly points to the masculine. For here we have 
a good instance of that dovetailing of ideas and phrases familiar 
to the student of St Paul: 


1 The investigation into the usage of the Greek Bible (p. 71 ff.) has shewn that 
these two prepositions are interchangeable. 
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> LY U @ , A es? € ’ 
ov yap mavrev 1 miotts. motos 8€ €oTLY O KUptos. 
iva pug Oapev amo ornpifes Uuas Kal puAdéet aro 
TOY aTOT@v Kal Tovnpav avOpamav. . Tov Tovnpod. 


The correlation of clauses would be impaired. if the personal 
agency of evil men were made to balance abstract evil’ (ro srovn- 
pov Rom. xii. 9). Moreover in St Paul’s mind the thought of 
evil men lay very near the thought of the evil one, their inspirer 
and instigator”. Thus in this Epistle (ii. 9), ‘He whose coming is 
according to the working of Satan’; again, ‘Even Satan fashioneth 
himself into an angel of light; it 1s no great thing therefore if his 
ministers also fashion themselves as ministers of righteousness’ 
(2 Cor. xi. 14 f.); ‘The spirit that now worketh in the sons of dis- 
obedience’ (Eph. i1. 2). Again, the choice of words favours the 
masculine interpretation—ornplfe: and g@vAdke taken together® 
are more appropriate if the enemy is a person. The metaphor is 
drawn from war. Compare mpés 76 duvacOar buas oTnvat Tpos Tas 
peBodias Tov StaBorov...iva SuvnOnre avticTnvast...cTHvat. oTHTE 
ovv (Eph. vi. 11, 18, 14), 6 avridixos vudv SudBoros...6 avtlarnte 
atepeot TH Tiare (1 Pet. v. 8 f.), avtiornte 5é rG SiaBdrA@ (James 
iv. 7). Once more, the position of the phrase in the Epistle is 
remarkable. The Apostle begins what he means to be the con- 
cluding paragraph of the letter with ro Aovrov (ii. 1). The 
paragraph, it will be noticed, corresponds with the closing sentences 
of the first letter to Thessalonica. In it there are four main 
thoughts: (1) A request for prayer on the Apostle’s behalf (wv. 1, 
2): so 1 Thess. v.25. (2) The assurance—sortos dé dori 6 Kuptos: 
so 1 Thess. v. 24 (arucros 6 KaXa@y vas). (8) An expression of trust 
—ad TapayyéAXopev Kal Trovette Kal touncete. (4) A benediction— 
6 Sé KUpios KarevOUvat x.t.r.: 80 1 Thess. v. 23 avros 5é€ 6 Oeds 
THs elpnvns ayiacat vuas. Here then the Apostle had meant, it 


1 St Paul starts in v. 1 with the idea of help and hindrance in work. Comp. 
évéxopev nuds 6 Zaravas (1 Thess. ii. 18). 

2 Comp. the Jewish Prayer (Berakoth 16 b): ‘May it be thy will, O Lord 
our God...to deliver us from the shameless, and from shamelessness; from the 
evil man, and from evil hap, from evil yecer, from evil companion, from evil 
neighbour, and from Satan the destroyer’ (Dr Taylor, Sayings of the Jewish 
Fathers p. 142). For similar prayers in the Christian Liturgies see below, p. 144. 

3 Contrast rapaxadéoat buav ras kapdlas Kal ornplta év wayri Epyw Kal Adyy ayad@ 
(ii. 17; 1 Thess. iii. 2, 13). 


Cc. 8 
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would seem, to close. But the reference in @ mapayyéAnNopen (v. 4) 
may be misunderstood: it needs further definition. Hence yet 
another paragraph is added (iii. 6—16; comp. Phil. 11. 1 f, iv. 8). 
Thus, according ,to St Paul’s intention when he wrote the words, 
the assurance gvAdfes amo tov aovnpod would have stood at 
the very end of the Epistle. If we adopt the masculine interpreta- 
tion, we find a parallel in a similar prophecy of victory over the 
devil at the close of the greatest Epistle of the next group—é 6é 
Geds tHS eipnuns cuvTpifves Tov Latavdv Urd Tovs Todas UpaV év 
rayet (Rom. xvi. 20). Among the Epistles of the First Captivity 
the ‘Ephesian’ Epistle ends with the picture of the Christian 
soldier equipped in ‘the whole armour of God,’ able to ‘stand 
against the wiles of the devil'.’ 

But may the words ¢@uAd£e: amo tod wovnpov be taken as a 
direct reference to the clause of the Lord’s Prayer? It is hard to 
refuse an affirmative answer. If St Paul had written Juceras amo 
Tov trovnpod, the reference would have been beyond dispute. As 
it is, even if we put aside the quite possible supposition that a 
current version of the Lord’s Prayer had ¢vAafoy in place of 
pvoat, we may account for St Paul’s substitution of durake by 
the fact that puc@dpuev had been used just above and that purAdéex 
harmonises better than puceras with ornpi€ec?. 

(2) 2 Cor. xii. 7 f €800n wou oxdro® TH capKi, dyyeros 
Latava...vmép Tovrou tpis Tov KYplov TapeKdAeoa iva amooTh at’ 
€uov. The remembrance of the Lord’s thrice repeated prayer in 
Gethsemane perhaps inspires the rpis...arapexaXeoa. Further, as 
aroatnvat in the New Testament is only used of persons‘, the 
subject of avoorn is adyyeXos Zatava (comp. Matt. xxv. 41, Apoc. 


1 Comp. 1 Pet. v. 8 f.; 1 John v. 18 ff. 

2 The Antiochenes however do not support the masculine. Chrys. passes over 
the word. Theod. of Mops. paraphrases—‘ab omni discedentes inconvenienti actu.’ 

8 The passages where the word occurs in the uxx., viz. Numb, xxxiii, 55, 
Ezek. xxviii. 24 (oxd\oy wexplas xal dxavOa d5¢%vns), Hos. ii. 6, seem to shew that 
it bears the later (Alexandrian) sense of thorn (not stake). See especially Field 
Otium Norvicense iii. p. 115. 

* Le. ii. 37, iv. 13, viii, 18, xiii, 27, Acts v. 38, xii. 10 (awéorn 6 dyyedos), xv. 38, 
xix. 9, xxii, 29, 1 Tim. iv.1, 2 Tim. ii. 19, Heb, iii.12. The rendering of the Syriac 
Vulgate connects together Luke iv. 13, the interpolated clause in Luke xi. 4, and 
2 Cor. xii. 8. But the Syriac word ueed is a very common one. 
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xii, 7, 9, Barn. xviii. 1). The parallel in Luke iv. 18 (6 SsaBoros 
aréorn am’ avtov) is remarkable, and we possibly have here one 
of the links which connect St Paul’s Epistles with the Pauline 
Gospel. However that may be, St Paul tells of a prayer of his for 
deliverance from the power of Satan, and it is a plausible con- 
jecture that the Lord’s Prayer was in his mind. 

(3) Gal.i3f ‘Inood Xpicrod, rod Sovtos éavtév vrrép (v. |. 
Wept) Tov dpaptiav nuav bras é€eAnTaL Huds ex Tod aidvos TOD 
EVESTMTOS TovNpod Kata TO OéXnpa Tod Oeod Kal TraTpOS Nav. 

Two interpretations may be given of the words tov aiavos Tov 
€veoTOTOS Tovnpov, and in either case a reference to the Lord's 
Prayer seems to me probable. The ideas common to this passage 
and the Prayer are—our Father, the will, forgiveness, rescue from 
evil (or the evil one). 

(i) The words may be translated, ‘the present age, evil as it 
18, arovnpov being emphatically added to describe its character’, 
a kind of tertiary predicate. When it is remembered that é£eréo0ar 


in the Lxx. shares with pucac@as the duty of representing bryn 
(comp. p. 73), and so might well be a translation of the Aramaic 
word meaning ‘deliver’ in the last clause of the Lord’s Prayer, 
and further that ‘this age’ and ‘this world’ are represented in 
the New Testament as being under the dominion of Satan (2 Cor. 
iv. 4, Eph. 11. 2, vi. 12, John xii. 31, xiv. 30, xvi. 11, 1 John v. 19), 
the conclusion that here there is an indirect reference to the 
Lord’s Prayer becomes probable. The emphatic zrovnpod finds 
thus an explanation,—the character of the age corresponds to the 
character of its god, its ruler. The general sense will be illus- 
trated by John xii. 31, xvi. 11, Col. i. 13, 11. 15, Heb. 11. 14. 

(ii) But is it not more natural to take the words rod éverra@ros 
aovnpov together as defining to whom or to what the age belongs? 
For such a genitive compare Eph. ii. 2 cara tov aidva Tod Koo pou 
tovrouv (where the idea of the personal evil power comes out in 
the next clause xara tov dpxovra x.t.d.), Barnabas xv. 5 éXOav 6 


1 Comp. Eph. v. 16 éfayopatéuevor tov xatpby, Ste al puepar wovnpal elo, Barn. 
ii. 1 quepav oty ovowy wovnpuy Kal atrod Tod évepyotvros Exovros Thy éetovclay, vili. 6. 
Contrast Barn. x. 11 6 Slxatos xal év rotTy Tp xbonw wreprwarel Kal Tdv dyoy alwva 
éxdéxerat. For the construction in this case compare 1 Pet, i. 18 éAurpdOnre éx rijs 
paralas buwy avactpophs warpowapadérov. 
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vids avTov KaTapynoet TOV KaLpoV Tov avopmov (on the reading see 
p. 99). The converse is found in 2 Cor. iv. 4 6 Oeds tod aidvos 
rovrov. Further, it is important to observe that not only in St 
Paul’s Epistles but also in the rest of the New Testament and, I 
believe, in other early Christian writings the literal equivalent 


(ovTos 6 aiwy) of the Hebrew phrase IN phir is used; the 
word éveorws does not occur, so far as I have observed, in this 
connexion. 

If this construction of the words be adopted two questions 
arise, (a) What is the gender of zrovnpov? (b) What is the exact 
force of éveatatos ? 

(a) What is the gender of rod...arovnpot? The neuter is of 
course possible. But there are weighty arguments against it. The 
masculine interpretation is implied in a passage of the Clementines, 
Epist. Clem. ad Jac. i., referred to by Bp Lightfoot on Gal. i. 4, 
ovtos autos (sc. Ilétpos) Sia THY duerpov mrpos avOpwrous sropyny 
capas, Snuoala, él tod éveat@tos Trovnpod, tov éaopevoy ayaboy 
OAM TO KOopH pnvicar Bacrréa, péexpts evTadba rH “Popn yevo- 
Hevos x.7.rA. ‘At all events, writes the Bishop, ‘a possible inter- 
pretation is thus suggested.’ But I venture to think this ‘possible 
interpretation’ becomes probable in the light of two considerations, 
‘This age’ in the New Testament is never connected with mere 
abstract evil, but always with the tyranny of-a personal evil spirit. 
Such too, at least generally, is the usage of sub-Apostolic writers. 
Again, this passage must be taken in connexion with other pas- 
sages in St Paul’s writings where reference to the Lord’s Prayer 
is probable. 

(b) Is the probability, which may be claimed for the masculine 
interpretation, disturbed by the presence of the word éeverr@ros ? 
What is the exact force of the word? It 1s commonly taken in a 
temporal sense, present. Thus Bp Lightfoot says of the passage 
in the Clementines that the writer “appears to have interpreted 
the words ‘from the zon, the dominion, of the present evil one.’” 
The word éveorws has, it is true, this meaning; but I believe it 
is used in a strictly temporal sense only when the context, as in 
the Clementines (Tov éoopevov), defines the meaning. Thus Rom. 
vill. 88 (ovre éveata@ta ovTEe péAXOVTA), 1 Cor. ili. 22, Compare 
Polyb. xviii. 38. 5 (to which Bp Lightfoot refers) 6 yap mpoepn- 
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Mévos avnp Kara Tov TaTépa peév, ETL vEeds Wv...duolws S€ Kata TOY 
éveatwta Baciréa. This temporal sense however is secondary, 
and the primary thought is rather of imminence, often of some 
threatening, power’. Compare e.g. Lycurg. 148. 32 0 viv évearnxos 
ayov (where the addition of viv is to be noticed), Plutarch Lucull. 
13 dv avros evotnoopevov TH hvyh peta veav atreoradxet, and (in 
the Greek Bible) 1 Macc. xii. 44 croXéwou pu) evertnxdtos nyin, 
2 Mace. iii. 17 ro kata xapdiav évertos adyos, vi. 9 THY evertadcay 
Taraitrwpiav, 3 Macc. i. 16 Bonbety tH Everton avayxn, 1 Cor. 
vii. 26 Sia Thy eveatdaav avayxny, 2 Thess. ii. 2 évéorynxev 4 nuépa 
rod xupiov, 2 Tim. iii. 1, Heb. ix. 9; so Ep. Clem. 55 Aoupexod revos 
évatavtos xatpov. In the passage under consideration this appears 
to be the meaning. The word points to the imminence of, the beset- 
ment of men by, the evil one. The following passages will be the 
best commentary, Ps. evili. 6 dsaBoros orntw éx Se€iav avoid, 
Zech. iii. 1 kai 6 SuaBodos eiatyxe ex SeEvav avtov Tov avtrixeiobar 
avt@, Eph. il. 2 rod wvevparos Tod viv évepyobvtos ev Tois viols THs 
arrevOias, 1 Tim. v. 14 pndenlay adoppny Sidovar re avtixeiméve 
(v. 15 owiow rod Yatava), 1 John v. 19 6 Kocpos bros ev Te 
wovnp@ Ketrat. Compare also the idea suggested by Col. i. 15 
aTrexOvaapevos TAs apyas Kal tas é£oucias. 

To sum up, in the light of other passages St Paul’s meaning 
here seems to be that Christ died ‘to rescue us from the age of 
the evil one who besetteth us’; and, if this be his meaning, his 
words are probably a reminiscence of the Lord’s Prayer. 

(4) Col. i. 12 ff. evyapiorotyres TH TWatpl TO txavacarte 
nas eis THv wepida TOD KANpoU TAY ayiwy év TS hwTi, Os Epvaato 
nuas ex THS eEovcias TOU oKOTOUS Kal mEeTéeagTHO ED Els THY BaciAELaV 
Tov viod THS ayamns avTov, év @ Exopmey THY aTrONUTPwoLY, TY 
adeow Tdv dpaptiov. 

In this passage four of the leading thoughts of the Lord’s 
Prayer are found side by side—‘the Father,’ ‘who delivered us 
out of the power of darkness,’ ‘the kingdom,’ ‘the forgiveness of 
our sins. It can hardly be urged that this is a mere coincidence. 
The Prayer had worked itself into the Apostle’s mind and habit 


1 The word is used of a logical difficulty which confronts a line of argument in 
Plato Phaedo 77 B (&rt évéornxev 3 viv Sn KéBns Ereye). 
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of thought, and the reminiscence, even though it be unintentional, 
is full of significance. 

Two questions arise : 

First, 1s the reference in 7 é£ovaia rod oxorous necessarily to 
the personal power of evil? Such an interpretation, it would 
appear, is clearly required by the antithesis—é« ris éEoucias Tod 
aKOTOUS, els THY Bactrciay Tod viod. Further, a passage from 
the companion Epistle is strongly on the same side: pos tas 
apyas, mpos Tas éEovaias, mpds Tos KoopoKpaTopas TOU oKOTOUS 
rovtovu (Eph. vi. 12). Compare also Acts xxvi. 18 tod émriotpéyrar 
amo oKoTous eis das Kal THs éEovcias Tov Latava émi Tov Oeov. 
These parallels seem to establish a reference to Satan. 

Secondly, could St Paul have written, ‘He delivered us from 
the power of darkness,’ if he had understood the Lord’s Prayer to 
ask for deliverance from Satan? For is not the assertion of an 
emancipation in the past wholly incompatible with the remem- 
brance of a petition for deliverance? Here we touch upon an 
objection which has been most strongly and confidently urged 
against the masculine interpretation of the clause in the Prayer. 
Such an interpretation, it is argued, misrepresents the position of. 
the Christian man. He has been rescued, he has been brought 
clean out of the range of Satan’s power. He has no need to ask 
for what is his already, 

The passage of St Paul which we are considering itself shews 
that such an argument proves too much. St Paul speaks of the 
transference of men into the kingdom as a thing already achieved, 
an act of the Father in the past (wetéorncev). How then, we 
might ask, can Christian men pray ‘Thy kingdom come’ ? 

The answer depends on an appreciation of the difference 
between a state which is ideal or potential, and a state which is 
actual. It is possible to conceive of the ‘consummation of the 
ages’ (cuyTéXeta TOV aiwvwy) as already attained; it was reached 
when the Lord died and rose again (Hebr. ix. 26). On the other 
hand ‘the consummation of the age’ (7 cuvtTéAeta Tov aidvos) is 
still future. The Lord’s return will usher it in (Matt. xiii. 39, 40, 
49, xxiv. 3, xxvii. 20). So in one sense the Lord’s work is 
complete (reréXNeotas Jn. xix. 30); the victory is won (e.g. Jn. xvi. 
33, Col. ii. 15, Heb. ii. 14); the reconciliation of all things to God 
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is achieved (Col. i. 20). In another sense the results of the victory 
have still to be made good (1 Cor. xv. 25 ff.); in ‘the regeneration, 
the restoration of all things’ we see a goal still unattained (Matt. 
xix, 28, Acts 111. 21), And with this twofold view of the work of the 
Redeemer there corresponds a twofold view of the position of the 
Christian man. St Paul can say aze@avere, yet in the same breath 
VexpWoaTe ovY Ta péAn Ta ert THS yAs (Col. ili. 3,5); éowOnpev 
(Rom. vili. 24), yet swOncopefa (Rom. v. 10); cuveSworroincer 
T®@® XpPlLOT@...Kal cuvyyeipev Kal auvexaficey év Tots érroupaviots 
évy Xpict@ “Incod (Eph. ii. 5 f.), yet év avt@ ed:dayOnre...ava- 
veovobat TO mTvevpate Tod voos Uuav, Kal évdvcacOas Tov KaLVOV 
advOpwrov (Eph. iv. 23); éyopev thy atrodvtpwoww (Eph. i. 7), yet 
éeodhpayicOnte eis nuépay atroAuTpwaews (Eph. iv. 30, cf. Rom. viii. 
23). And in the same way there are two different ways of 
speaking of the relation of Christian men to Satan. St John, for 
example, writes in his Epistle vestxnxare Tov vrovnpoy (i. 13, 14), 
6 Trovnpos ovx amretat avTov (v. 18). St Paul, speaking from a 
different point of view, summons men to a conflict which will 
tax all their powers (Eph. vi. 11—17, compare Jas. iv. 7, 1 Pet. v. 
9), and encourages them with the hope of God’s speedy victory 
over the enemy (Rom. xvi. 20). 

There is nothing strange then if St Paul translated his 
remembrance of the prayer for deliverance into the declaration of 
a past emancipation. The prayer for deliverance is only possible 
because the deliverance is ideally an accomplished fact. 

(5) 2 Tim.iv. 16 ff év 1H mpern pov arroroyia ovdeis pot 
TapeyéveTo...6 S€ KUPLOS Lot TrapéoTy Kal évedvvapwoéy pe, iva Se’ 
€“ov TO Knpuyyna TWANpoopnOy Kai dxovowow travta ta €Ovn, Kai 
épvaOnv éx otopatos NéovTos. pvaeTtal pe 6 KUpLOS amd TrayTdsS 
Epryou Tovnpov Kal odces els THY BaciAclay avTOU THY érrovpavioy’ 
@ 7 Sofa eis Tovs atwvas TaY aiwvwv, aunv. ‘Here in the close 
juxtaposition of azo qravtos épyou tovnpod and eis try Bacwrelay 
avtov the reference to two clauses of the Lord’s Prayer seems 
clear. But is not the passage equally decisive for the neuter 
interpretation? To answer this question some discussion of the 
whole passage is necessary. 

épvaOnv éx otopatos Néovtos. The phrase is evidently derived 
from the Old Testament. Comp. Aavr...€éppvcOn éx oroparos 
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ANeovtwy (1 Macc. ii. 60), odaov pe ex oTopatos AéovToOS (Ps. xxi. 
22); so Amos i11. 12, Dan. vi. 20, 27. It 1s possible however that 
an expression drawn from this source may have a particular 
application, and may refer to Satan. The absence of the article 
does not imply that the danger was vague, but rather tends to 
emphasise its character’, If then this reference be allowed, we 
should have a close parallel in 1 Pet. v. 8 6 avtidsKos vuov 
d:aBoros ws A€wy wpvopevos TepiTratel Enrav Katatetv. In this 
latter passage the words in the context ta a’ta tov TrabnuaTov 
(v. 9), dAtyov tradovtas (v. 10, cf. i. 6) shew that persecution, not 
temptation to sin, is here regarded as the devil’s work. Two 
figures are employed to describe Satan as the persecutor of the 
Church. On the one hand the Apostle uses the image of the 
unsatisfied savagery of the lion, an image not uncommon in the 
Old Testament (Ps, xxi. 14, Jer. 11. 15, Ezek. xxii. 25, Zeph. iii. 3). 
On the other, using the name dsdB8ondos and the term 6 avtidixos, 
which elsewhere in the New Testament retains its proper meaning 
of an ‘opponent at law’,’ he seems to describe the devil as 
prompting false accusations against ‘the Brethren’ before ruling 
powers (comp. ii. 12, i. 16 ff, iv. 14 ff). Thus the two ideas 
of savage attack and of accusation before rulers are common to 
2 Tim. iv. 16 ff. and 1 Peter v. 8°. 


1 Comp. e.g. év vig (Hebr. i. 2), év wade: ddnOwyp (Ignat. Eph. i.). 

2 Matt. v. 25, Le. xii. 58, xviii. 3. In Classical Greek the word dyrld:xos is used 
of a party in a lawsuit, whether the plaintiff or more properly the defendant. It 
is only in & poetical passage (Aesch. 4g. 41 IIpiapou wéyas dvrldixos, MevéAaos dvat 
765 ’Ayauéuywr) that the word seems at first sight to bear a more general sense, 
and even here its primary meaning gives force to the passage. In the Luxx, it is 
used four times as equivalent to words connected with the root 3 (1 Sam. ii. 10, 
Is. xli. 11, Jer. 1. 34, li. 36). In Prov. xviii. 17 it is used to translate YP, but the 
metaphor is a judicial one. Thus the usage of the Greek Bible is consistently in 
favour of the strict rendering. 

3 Comp. of daidror Saluoves, éxOpalvovres Huiv Kai rovs Trovovrous dixacrdas Exovres 
vmroxetplous kai NaTpevovras, ws otv dpxovras Samoviwvras, Povevewy Huds mapacKev- 
dgover (Justin Ap, ii. 1, so Ap.i. 5): 6 dé dyrigndos xal Bdoxavos xat rovnpds, 6 dvrixel- 
pevos TH yéver THv Sixalwy ... UméBare ... Nexyrny ... evruxetv rw apxovre (Mart. Polyc. 
ch, xvii.). The use of the figure of a lion to describe Satan may not have been 
unknown among the Jews. Justin Martyr, in his exposition of two passages of the 
Psalms, is very probably following traditional exegesis, though it is possible that 
in the former of these passages he is rather thinking of 1 Pet. v. 8. In Dial. ch. 
103 he is commenting on the words ynvortay én’ éue 7d oTdma avTrav ws Adwy 6 apwdfwr 
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Persecution is traced to Satan’s working notably in the case of 
our Lord’s Passion. And in Apostolic and post-Apostolic times 
the same explanation of persecution prevailed’. If this interpre- 
tation be adopted, a fuller force is given to the words 6 «vpsos pot 
mapéoTn Kal évedvvapwoév pe* Chrysostom characteristically 
glides from the interpretation commonly quoted as his (Aéovra Tov 
Népwrva gdyot: so Kus. H. £. ii. 22%) into that which I have sug- 
gested as possible. After explaining ‘every evil work’ as equivalent 
to ‘every sin’ he adds cai yap cai rodro, To SuvnOjvar péypss 
aiuatos avTiKaTacThVvat mwpos THY apuaptiay Kal pn évdodvat, 
ETEpou NéovTos eats prcacOas (Vv. |. puaOjnvat), Tod SeaBorov. 

If Satan is referred to, as I have suggested, in the earlier 
clause, it is quite natural that the reminiscence of the Prayer 
in the second clause should be indirect. Further, there is, I 
think, some evidence that the phrase azoé travtés rrovnpod (épyou, 
mpaywaros) was current in Greek Jewish prayers (cf. 2 Tim. 


kal wpuduevos (Ps. xxi. 14), He applies the words to the Messiah. After saying 
that the lion may mean Herod, he adds 7 Adovra rdv wpuduevov ex’ adrov Edevye Tov 
d:dBodov. Again, in chapter 105 he explains the words which occur later in 
the Psalm (v. 21 f.) of the Lord’s Passion (cécdv ue éx oréuaros déovros), and he 
concludes thus: He prayed tva, qvlka jets rpds TH €&6dw rod Blov ywopeba, ra aura 
alr&mev Tov Oedv, Tov Suvduevoy droctpéyar wdvra dvacdq [this refers to éx xecpds 
kuvds] movnpdv dayyedov wy AaBécOa tudy ris yuxijs. As to Rabbinic writers, I 
merely transcribe a few words from Edersheim Life and Times ii. p. 759: ‘In 
the time of Ezra, the object of Israel’s prayer (Neh. vili. 6) was to have Satan 
delivered to them. After a three days’ fast it was granted, and the Yetser ha 
Ra of idolatry, in the shape of a young lion, was delivered up to them...(Yoma, 
69 b).’ 

1 Compare Apoc. ii. 10 and much of the later chapters of the Book. For later 
times see the passages quoted above and the references given in Hagenbach Hist. 
of Doctrine, Eng. Trans., i. p. 200. 

2 Compare évdvvapoicbe év xuply (Eph. vi. 10) and the succeeding context. If 

the ordinary interpretation be adopted, Ps. cviii. 31 (wapéorn éx Seétav wévyros, 
Tod awoa ex Tov SwwKdvrwy Tay Wuxhv pov) is an apt parallel. Comp. also Pss, 
Solomon xiii. 3 Onpla éré5panov avrots wovnpa, ev rots ddo0ow avrav Erthd\ov capKas 
aura, kal év rails uwvdAas avTav EOAwy 07a alrav’ Kal éx ToUTwWY ardvrwy eppicaro Huas 
KUptos. 
3 Comp. Esther iv. 10 (xiv. 13) dds Adyov edpuvOuov els Td ordua pou evwmiov rod 
Aéovros (i.e. Ahasuerus), Joseph. Antig. xviii. 6. 10 Mapovas 5¢ rod ’Ayplrrov 6 
dwredevOepos wuPoevos TiBepiov trav redeuTay...y\doon TH EBpalwy réOvnxey b Néwv 
gnolvy. These passages, referred to by Grinfield, certainly support the first of 
Chrysostom’s interpretations, 
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ili. 11). In the liturgical portion of the Didaché (x. 5) the words 
occur Tov picacGat avTny aro TravrTos Trovnpov: and in an earlier 
passage (iii. 1) we read gedye aed mwavtTos movnpod. Similar 
phrases are found in the Liturgies; thus in that of St James, 
pudpevos nuads amo TravTos Trovnpod mpdypaTtos (Swainson p. 238 f.,, 
Hammond p. 32), eis amotpomny mavtos tovnpod mpdyyatos 
(Swainson p. 320 f., Hammond p. 52)’. Such phrases should be 
compared with the Hebrew prayers quoted by Dr Taylor, Sayings 
of the Jewish Fathers, p. 142 f.; and in their Greek form they 
appear to be liturgical adaptations of such passages of the 
LXx. as Deut. xxiii. 9 guddEn amd travtds pypatos mrovnpod, 
Job i. 1, 8 amreyopevos amo traytos Trovnpov mpaypyatos, Ps. cxx. 7 
Kuptos puvAakes oe aio TravTos Kaxkov, compare Wisd. xvi. 8 ov 
el 6 puopevos éx TravTos xaxov. If then St Paul weaves into his 
words a well-known liturgical phrase, he gives it a special appli- 
cation. ‘The Lord has rescued me from the enemy once,’ we 
may understand him to mean, ‘He will deliver me, if need be, 
again. One peOodeia SiaBonov is past; others will follow; through 
the help of God all will fail.’ 

According to this view the reference to the last petition of 
the Lord’s Prayer is spread over the two clauses, though the key 
words (pvceTat...a7r0...7ovnpov) occur only in the second. If this 
explanation be accepted, the passage as a whole may be thought 
to support the masculine interpretation. 

(6) 1 John v. 18 fi oidapev ore as 6 yeyevynuévos éx Tov 
Geod ovy dpaptaver, GAN 6 yevvnOels éx Tod Oeod Typet avrov, 
Kal 6 Trovnpos ovy AmrreTat avTod. 

Here 6 yevynOeis refers to the Eternal Son. The close con- 
nexion of this passage with Christ’s prayer for His Apostles 
recorded by St John (xvii.) has been already pointed out (p. 110). 
This close connexion carries with it the probability of a reference 
to the Lord’s Prayer. 


To sum up this stage of the discussion: the references to the 
clause of the Prayer which I have pointed out in the Epistles 
are not all of them beyond dispute. But in each case probability 


1 Comp. Test. xii. Patr. Dan 6 dcarnphoare obv davrods...drd wavrds Epyou rovnpob,. 
For such phrases in the ‘Clementine’ Liturgy see below, p. 144, 
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has, I believe, been reached, and it must be remembered that 
the combined force of several probabilities far exceeds their simple 
aggregate. Each fresh probability not only adds to the uumber 
of probabilities, but increases the strength of each of those to which 
it is added. The evidence therefore derived from the Epistles 
confirms that derived from the Gospels and supports the masculine 
interpretation of amo Tod trovnpod. 


ON THE LOCALITY IN WHICH THE LORD’S PRAYER WAS GIVEN. 


In St Matthew’s Gospel the Lord’s Prayer is embodied in a carefully 
framed discourse, which contains many passages which are found scattered 
throughout the other Synoptic Gospels. St Luke (xi. 1), on the other hand, 
distinctly describes the occasion on which the Prayer was given. With regard 
to the locality he uses a striking though indefinite expression : ‘It came to 
pass as He was praying tn a certain place’ (év r@ elvat avrov ev tom@ Twi mpoo- 
evyopevoy), or, as it may be perhaps more literally rendered: ‘It came to 
pass as He was in a certain place praying. Is there any possibility of 
identifying the locality from the context ? 

The incident recorded in the verses which immediately precede is the 
story of the two sisters, Martha and Mary. This is introduced by an equally 
vague term: ‘And as they journeyed He entered into a certain village’ (eis 
kopny tia). But we know from St John’s Gospel (xi. 1) that the actual 
residence of Mary and her sister Martha was Bethany}. And Bethany, the 
same Gospel tells us (xi. 18), ‘was nigh unto Jerusalem, about fifteen furlongs 
off” It was on the other side of the Mount of Olives. The ‘certain village’ 
then, which for some reason St Luke does not name, was one which played an 
important part in the Gospel history. It was the scene of the raising of 
Lazarus from the dead: it was the home of our Lord during the last week 
before the Passion: it was the spot from which He ascended from earth to 
heaven. 

The ‘certain place’ in which our Lord was praying just before He gave 
His Prayer to the Disciples may well have been as definite and as interesting 
a spot, although St Luke does not record its name. The context leads us to 


1 When we compare this passage in St John, Adfapos awd Bydavlas éx rns xwuns 
Maplas xal MdpOas rijs ddedpijs adr7s, with the words of the same writer (i. 44), 
nv 6¢ 6 Piewros dwo ByOoadd, éx THs wédews (i.e. probably Capernaum) "Avdpéou xal 
Ilérpov, we may perhaps, with Bp Westcott (ad loc.), regard the prepositions as 
contrasting their ‘actual residence’ with their ‘true home.’ But this does not 
seriously affect the argument. Bethany itself is called a xwuy by St John imme- 
diately afterwards (xi. 30). 
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look for it in the neighbourhood of Bethany, the Mount of Olives, and Jeru- 
salem. May it not have been ‘the garden of Gethsemane’ ? 

The name Gethsemane occurs in Matt. xxvi. 36, rore épyerat per avrov 
G "Inaovs els ywpiov Aeyopevoy TeOonpavei, and Mc. xiv. 32, xat €pxovrat els 
xewptov ov ro dvoua T'eOonuavei. The word ywpioy occurs seven times elsewhere 
in the N. T., John iv. 5, Acts i. 18, 19, iv. 34, v. 3, 8, xxviii. 7; and in every 
case it has the definite meaning of g parcel or plot of land belonging to a 
private owner. We must suppose therefore that Gethsemane was an enclosed 
piece of ground to which our Lord and His Disciples had some special right 
of entry. This is borne out by John xviii. 1, e€#Adev civ rois pabnrais avrov 
mépay Tov xeyappov trav Kédpwv Grou qv Kyos, els ov elonAOev avros Kai of 
padnrai avrov. dee O€ Kai "lovdas...rov romov, Gre moAAdKis TUvHYOn "Incois éxet 
pera rev padnray avrov. 

When we turn to St Luke’s account of the Agony we find the same vague- 
ness about the locality as we have seen already in his Gospel: Le. xxii. 39, 
cat e£eAOav emopevOn xata ro €O0s eis TO “Opos rav "EXaw@v’ neodovdnoay 8 
aur@ xai of pabnrai. ‘yevouevos d€ et rod romov elev avrois Ipocevxerbe py 
eioeAOewv eis metpacpov. Is it too much to suppose that the very prayer which 
He bids them pray was immediately suggested by the associations of the 
actual locality in which He had said to them before: érav mpocevynobe, 
heyere...M7) eloeveyxns nas els metpacycv? It has been already pointed out 
(see p. 61) that the coincidence is far more striking in the Syriac Versions, 
which may be taken as representing to us approximately the original form of 
the words: for in those Versions the two words, elceAdety and eiceveyxys, are 
but the two voices, ss (Peal) and ease (Aphel) of the same verb!. 
It has also been demonstrated that other words of the Prayer were in our 
Lord’s mind at this supreme moment (see p. 108 ff.). 

To return to the word ywpiov. In Matt. xxvi. 36 the Latin Versions vary 


1 The want of a causative voice in the Greek language to correspond to the 
Aphel of the Syriac receives a parallel illustration in the case of the root Qa), 
‘to go forth,’ éfeN@ety. In the following among many other passages the Aphel of this 
verb, ‘to make to go forth,’ corresponds to the Greek éxBdé\\ecv, a word which in 
the light of this correspondence will not bear the stress which is sometimes 
laid on it. Mt. ix. 38 daws éxBddn epydras (‘send forth’ A. V., R. V.), xii. 35 
€x Tov ayalod Onaavpod exBdddc Ta ayadd (‘bringeth forth’ A, V., R. V.), Me. i. 12 
TO wvedua avrov éxBddd\e (‘driveth him’ A. V., ‘driveth him forth’ R, V.), i. 43 
evOvs e&éBadev aurév (‘sent him away’ A. V., ‘sent him out’ R. V.), Le. x. 35 
éxBarwv dbo Syvdpa (‘took out’ A. V., R. V.), Jn. x. 4 7a (8a wdvra éxBdry 
(‘putteth forth’ A. V., ‘hath put forth’ R. V.), Acts xvi. 37 Ad@pg nuas exBdAXovary 
(‘thrust us out’ A. V., ‘cast us out’ R. V.), Jas. ii. 25 érépg d5p éxBadrodca (‘sent 
them out’ A. V., R. V.). Notably in two of the above instances, Mt. ix. 38 and 
Me. i. 12, commentators have frequently been misled by the apparent strength of 
the expression in the Greek. It is worth while to compare with the latter passage 
Mt. iv. 1 dv}y6n...br0 Tod mvevparos, and Le. iv. 1 #yero €v rw wveduart, phrases which 
seem to represent two efforts to escape from the harshness of éxBd)\ee. 
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between ‘uillam’ (Vulg.), ‘locum’ (Brix.=f) and ‘agrum’ (Bezae=d). In 
Me. xiv. 32 it is rendered by ‘praedium.’ It is possible that St Luke pur- 
posely chose the vaguer word réos both in xi. 1 and in xxii. 40 in preference 
to the more definite ywpiov, which would have involved a further description 
of the site. In this case two alternatives would probably have presented 
themselves to his mind: either to give the name Gethsemane and follow it 
by a translation ; or simply to say that the name of the place was‘ Oil-press,’ 
as in xxiii. 33 he says dre fAOav én rov romov tov Aeyopevoy Kpaviov. But 
apparently he considered that he.had sufficiently defined the locality by 
saying émopevOn xara ro €O0s els ro “Opos ray "EXatav. In the omission of 
the name Gethsemane his account is in harmony with that of St John, who 
contents himself with saying that the xjjmos was a place where ‘Jesus oft- 
times assembled (cuvyy6n, a word suggesting gatherings for prayer or teach- 
ing) with His disciples.’ 

A suggestion of this kind is not capable, with the evidence at our disposal, 
of exact proof. It must remain as a suggestion: but I am glad to have been 
allowed to make it in connection with the line of argument which has been 
adopted in this essay. [J. A. R.] 


(iii) Evidence derived from early Christian literature. 

Early Christian exegesis is not infallible. It is always devout, 
often suggestive; yet sometimes criticism convicts it of grave 
mistakes. It cannot therefore of itself be taken as decisive on 
such a question as that under consideration. But, though not in 
itself decisive, it has a twofold value. It has an historical or 
archaeological value ; for it cannot but be of the highest interest 
to ascertain in what sense the early generations of Christians, to 
many of whom Greek was a spoken language, understood the 
disputed clause. Again, early exegesis, so far as its verdict 
coincides with the conclusion which is based on a consideration of 
the modes of thought and expression current in the time of our 
Lord and His Apostles, may be regarded as supplying confirmatory 
evidence as to the original meaning of the disputed clause. The 
cogency of the primary evidence which we have already discussed 
will be strengthened, if we see that it harmonises with the view 
which prevailed at a later date. What this view was will appear 
all the more distinctly if we bear in mind the incidental nature 
of the allusion to the last petition of the Lord’s Prayer in many 
of the passages now to be discussed. 
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(1) Didaché x. rpo wavrav evyaptotoipdy coe Gre Suvates et 
av’ col 7 Soka els Tovs aiavas. punoOnrtt, KUpte, THS éxKANoTlas 
gov Tov prcacOat avTnY ato TrayTés TrovNpOU Kal TEAEL@oaL aUTHY 
éy Th ayamrn cov, kal ovvaFov avtny amo TéV Tecodpwy avépor, 
tiv dytacGecioay eis THY anv Bactrelav, iv jrotpacas avTh bre 
cov dorw 7 Suvamts Kal n Soka els Tovs aiavas. 

Many questions about the Didaché must still be treated with 
great caution; none more so than the problem connected with the 
liturgical element in this document. As yet our knowledge of 
ancient Synagogue Prayers and of their relation to the earliest 
Christian liturgies is too slight to warrant anything more than 
provisional conclusions. In what follows J wish wholly to dis- 
claim a desire to dogmatise. 

The passage quoted above forms part of the Eucharistic 
formula, which the Didachist incorporates in his manual, and to 
which I have had occasion to refer more than once (see above, 
pp. 16f.,33f.). The whole thanksgiving seems to be the resultant, 
as J have already suggested, of two converging forces, Jewish 
prayers and the Lord’s Prayer. The first section of this formula 
answers (see above, p. 34) to the clauses in the Lord’s Prayer 
which speak of the divine Name and Kingdom and Will. The 
second section refers to the petition for ‘daily bread.’ There is 
nothing to correspond to the prayer for forgiveness. And thus we 
are brought to the last two clauses of the Prayer as those to which 
this thanksgiving (evyapiorodpév coe Ste «.7.r.) and this prayer 
(uvncOnrt...7rovnpod) refer. 

I have already suggested (p. 16) that the word duvards thus 
applied absolutely to God is borrowed from Greek Jewish prayers. 
The whole phrase duvaros ef ov (where the emphatic cv is to be 
noted) seems most natural if the thought of victorious conflict 
with the great spiritual enemy of the Church is implied. This 
conclusion is to some extent supported by the comparison of a 
petition put into Esther’s mouth, but probably based on some 
liturgical formula [Esther iv. 16 (xiv. 19), see Fritzsch Lnbri Apo- 
crypht p. 51]: xat viv duvates wy érl wavtas eicdxovcoy davis 
dmnAvTiopévov Kal pioat nuas éx yelpds TwY Trovnpevopévay éd’ 
nas. Here the reference is to personal enemies. Further, this 
idea would be obviously in harmony with many passages of the 
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New Testament, such as Apoc. xii. 10 ff., xv. 3f., xix. 1 f, Eph. vi. 
10 ff., Rom. xvi. 20, Le. xi. 22 (|| Matt. xii. 29, Mc. iii. 27). 

When however we pass from the thanksgiving to the prayer 
which follows it, we find in the azo zravros rovnpod a different 
interpretation of azo trod mrovnpod suggested. 

The Didachist has already used the same phrase, réxvoyv pov, 
getrye aro travtTos Trovnpod (iii. 1, comp. v. 2 puabeinre, Téxva, amo 
tovrwy atravrwyv). Probably in both places he is repeating some 
current liturgical formula, either directly borrowed from, or based 
upon, Greek Jewish prayers. The passage will then be closely 
akin to 2 Tim, iv. 18 (see above, p. 121 f.). Assuming therefore, in 
the present state of our knowledge as to the liturgical sources of 
the Didaché, that there is a reference to the Lord’s Prayer in this 
Eucharistic form, we conclude that, though the Didachist in the 
word duvatos appears to hint at the thought of the great spiritual 
enemy, yet in the phrase azo ravtos trovnpod, which is probably 
derived from some well-known formula, he gives the neuter in- 
terpretation of the last petition of the Lord’s Prayer. 

(2) Ep. Clement 60. vai, Sécrota, éridavoy ro mpdcwmov 
cou éd nuas eis ayaa ev eipnyn, cis TO oxeTracOjvar Huds TH 
xelpt cov TH Kpataa Kal puoOjvat dro maons apaptias TO 
Bpaxyiovi cov Te VYNA@’ Kal pdcas Huas amo Tay picovyT@Y 
nas adixws. This passage is quoted by Canon Cook. ‘In his 
notes on this passage, he writes (Second Letter p. 57), ‘the Bishop 
marks distinctly the words taken from the Old Testament; but 
he does not notice the striking fact that, when these words are 
omitted, the petition is in accordance with the closing words of 
the Lord’s Prayer, the same phrase, pica: nuds aro, “deliver us 
from,” being used at the close; and further, that the power from 
which deliverance is craved is not that of Satan, but of all sin and 
of human enemies: presenting in a comprehensive form the sense 
which I have throughout maintained to be expressed by the words 
Tov movnpov. This position would perhaps have appeared stronger 
if Canon Cook had noted some words a few lines earlier in the same 
chapter of the Epistle which might seem to be a reference to 
another petition of the Prayer: des nuiv ras avopuias nuov cat 
Tas abdixias Kal Ta TapatTopatra Kal mAnmpercias. A reference 
however to Trommius’ Concordance seems to shew plainly enough 
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the ultimate source of Clement’s words’. Compare (a) Gen. |. 17 
aes avtois thy adixiay kat Thy apaptiav avtay, Ps. xxiv. 18 
aes tracas Tas apaptias pou, Numb. xiv. 18 adaipwv avouias Kat 
aduxias kal dpaprias: (b) Ps. xvii. 21 picetal pe €& éyOpav pov 
Suvatév xal é« Tav picovyvTwy pe, Xxx. 16 pica pe ex yeupos 
éyOpav pov, xxxvii. 20 érAnOvvOnoay of picobvrés pe adixos, 
Ixviii. 15 pucOelny éx trav prcovvTwy pe, cv. 10 éowoev avtovs 
éx yeipdv picovvtwv: (c) Ps, xxxviii. 9 dwo twacay Tov avoutav 
pou pioai pe, Ezek. xxxvii. 23 pvcouas avtovs do tracey Tay 
AVOMLOV AVTOV OV nuapTocav év avTais. 

These three groups of passages put it beyond a doubt that 
Clement cannot be claimed as a witness in this discussion. 

(3) The Ancient Homily (formerly called the Second Epistle 
of Clement) xviii. cal yap avtos wavOapaptados* av Kal unre 
guyov Tov meipacpov, arr éri wv év pécols Tots apyavous TOU 
dvaBorou, orrovdalw THv Sixacocvyny SidKerv. ) 

We seem here to have a rhetorical reminiscence of the last 
two clauses of the Lord’s Prayer’, which perhaps had just been 
said in the assembly. 

Besides the coincidence of ideas, the form of the sentence 
suggests this conclusion. There is the familiar juxtaposition of 
words 7retpacpov, adda. 

It is moreover to be noticed that the preacher very frequently 
quotes sayings of our Lord in a form which sometimes agrees 
with, but sometimes diverges from, the text of our Gospels. Ex- 
amples will be found in Chapters i1., iii, iv., v., Vi., Vili, 1x., xili, If 


1 It is remarkable that both in regard to words and thoughts Clement has at 
this point much in common with the Benedictus (Lc. i. 68 ff., see esp. vv. 71, 74, 
79). Note the phrase év dotéryre xal Scxacootvy (Le. i. 75, Clem. 48, 60). St Paul, 
it should be remembered, has the reverse order in a familiar passage (Eph. iv. 24). 
See note A, p. 147. 

2 Comp. ravOayudprnroa Did, v. 2. 

8 Shortly after the publication of Bp Lightfoot’s letters on dd rot wovnpoi I 
noticed this passage and ventured to call the Bishop’s attention to it. In the letter, 
in which with his usual thoughtful kindness he acknowledged the suggestion, he 
wrote, ‘I am certainly disposed to think that the preacher had the Lord’s Prayer in 
his mind.’ Later I stumbled upon the coincidence with the Lord’s Prayer in 
the Letter of Vienne and Lyons noted below, and communicated it to the Bishop. 
From his reply I gathered that he accepted this reference also. These parts of the 
discussion therefore have, at least for myself, a special interest. 
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there are some quotations from apocryphal sources (iv., v., xii.), one 
phrase from our Gospels is introduced by the formula, «ai érépa 
dé ypadn Aéyes (ii.)*. 

Three leading ideas of the Lord’s Prayer—the Fatherhood, the 
Will, the Kingdom of God —are clearly favourite thoughts with 
the preacher, and are associated together in his mind. Thus 
Tomowpmev TO OéAnwa Tov KaXécavTos nuas (ch. v.), qWoLobYTES TO 
OéXnpa tod Xpiotod evpynoomev avamavaty (vi.), ToumoavTes TO 
GéAnpa Tov Trarpos (vill.), éxdeyapeOa ovv cal’ dpav thv Bacireiav 
Tov Beod (xil.), érrepwrnOels...0 KUpLOS...7roTE HEEL aVTOU 7 BactrEia 
(xil.), €Xevoetas 4 Bacireia Tov Tatpos pov (xXii.), ToLODVTES TO 
OéXnpa Tod tratpos nav (Xiv.). 

But whether the reference to the Lord’s Prayer be conceded or 
not, the passage is of importance from another point of view. 
‘I am greatly mistaken, wrote Canon Cook’, ‘if in any of the 
earliest and best of the Fathers, traces can be found, I will not 
say of the new interpretation of the petition, but of a condition: - 
of spirit in which Christians of all ages, in every stage of spiritual 
life, are found praying for deliverance from Satan.’ 

It is remarkable that the preacher of the earliest Christian 
sermon which has come down to us took a widely different view. 
He, like St Paul, is profoundly conscious that he has to contend 
against supernatural foes and that ‘there is no discharge in that 
war. It is of course true that the Fathers not unfrequently 
follow the example of St John and, taking an idealistic view 
of the Christian man’s position, speak of Satan as already con- 
quered*®. This idealistic conception was perhaps all the more 
natural to them because they felt the contrast between the purity 
and peace of the persecuted Church and, on the other hand, the 
foulness and the inhumanity of the dominant paganism. Some- 
times also—for then, as now, piety and exact thought did not 
always go hand in hand—we find in early Christian literature 
teaching on this subject not of the soberest order. Several 
passages in the ‘Shepherd ’ fall under this category. Thus, ‘Turn 


1 Comp. xiv. (ra BiBAla nal ol dwrdaroXo). 

2 A Second Letter to the Bp of London p. 61. 

3 See, for example, the passages collected in Hagenbach Hist. of Doctrines, E. T., 
1. p. 204. 


Cc. 9 
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ye, ye who walk in the commandments of the devil, in hard and 
bitter and cruel lasciviousness, and fear not the devil, for in him 
there is no power against you. For I will be with you, J, the 
Angel of Repentance, who have dominion over him. The devil 
hath nought but fear, and his fear hath no force. Fear him not 
therefore, and he will flee from you....The threatening of the 
devil fear ye not at all: for he is without force like the sinew of a 
corpse’ (Mand. xii. 4, 6). This strain of teaching runs through 
the whole book. It would however be as unfortunate to take the 
‘Shepherd’ as a standard of the sober doctrinal conclusions of 
the Church in the Second Century as it would be to assume 
that the Pilgrim’s Progress is an index of the belief of English 
Christians in the Seventeenth. Both books alike are illustrations 
of, and tended to perpetuate, certain popular fashions of religious 
thought. To what unbalanced expressions such popular views 
of the Christian position led is seen in the request for baptism 
put into the mouth of the heroine of a religious romance current 
in Tertullian’s time, which, however generally inferior, is yet not 
without its points of resemblance to the ‘Shepherd.’ ‘Only give 
me the seal,’ exclaims Thecla, ‘which is in Christ (ie. Baptism), 
and temptation shall not touch me’ (uovov S05 wou THy év Xpior@ 
odpayida xai ovy aryperai pou meipacpues: Acta Paul. et Thecl. 25, 
comp. 1 Jn. v. 18). | 

But there are not wanting passages in early writers, even in 
such a writer as Hermas himself, which shew that the practical 
instinct of Christian humility asserted itself. One such passage 
from an early Christian sermon has been the starting point of 
this discussion. Similarly we read in the Epistle of Barnabas 
a warning ‘lest haply, resting as those who have been called, 
we fall asleep in our sins, and so the evil ruler (o arovnpds adpywv), 
assuming his power against us (tjv Kal’ nueov éE€ovotay), thrust 
us from the kingdoin of the Lord’ (iv. 18). Again, the revelation 
given to Hermas about ‘the angel of evil’ (0 ayyeros ris 
movnpias) is significant. ‘His works are evil, overthrowing the 
servants of God. When therefore he cometh into thine heart, 
know him by his works...When anger or bitterness assaileth 


1 Comp. ¢. ii. (juepdv ody odcdy wovnpwy Kal abrov rot évepyoiwros Exovros Thy 
étovglay), and the passage from Athenagoras Supplicatio quoted above p. 100. 
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thee, know thou that he is within thee...When these lusts come 
into thine heart, know thou that the angel of evil is within 
thee... If a man be very faithful and yet the thought of this angel 
cometh into his heart, that man or woman must sin’ (Mand. vi. 2; 
comp. iv. 3, 4 ff, xii. 4). Hence the anxious humility which 
inspires such words as those of Barnabas (ii. 10), ‘We ought, 
brethren, to be exceeding circumspect (axpsBeverOar) in the 
matter of our salvation, lest the evil one should craftily effect 
an entrance issuing in error and should hurl us forth (é«oqev- 
Sovnon) out of our life. Two later writers, both of whom under- 
stand the petition under discussion to refer to Satan, may be 
taken as the best exponents of the combination of wise fear and 
chastened confidence, which was and is, I believe, the character- 
istic of sober Christian teaching on this subject. On the one hand 
Cyprian, the earliest Doctor of the Western Church, in a passage 
(de Oratione Dominica) which will call for closer investigation 
presently, uses the following words in reference to the closing 
clauses of the Lord’s Prayer, ‘Quando autem rogamus ne in 
temptationem veniamus, admonemur infirmitatis et imbecillitatis 
nostrae dum sic rogamus, ne quis se insolenter extollat, ne quis 
sibi superbe atque arroganter aliquid assumat, ne quis sibi. aut 
confessionis aut passionis gloriam suam ducat...adversa cuncta 
quae contra nos in hoc mundo molitur inimicus; a quibus potest 
esse fida et firma tutela, si nos Deus liberet, si deprecantibus 
atque implorantibus opem suam praestet?’. On the other hand 
Cyril of Jerusalem, holding that in the Lord’s Prayer we pray 
against the assaults of Satan, uses language (Catechesis xvi. 19), 
when speaking of the Holy Spirit as ‘the ally and champion sent 
from God,’ hardly less confident than that of the ‘Shepherd’: 
un dhoBnOdpuev tors Saiwovas pnte tov SiaBorov’ pelSov yap 
6 Na UTEepaywvicTns’ wovoy avolEwpev avT@ Tas Oupas. 

(4) Hermas Mand. xii. 6. éav ériotpadyre mpos Tov Kvptov 
cE OAns THS Kapdias vudv...cal Sovrevente avT@ opOws Kata 


1 Comp. the intensely practical tract de Aleatoribus 5: Quam magna et larga 
pietas domini fidelium, quod in futurum praescius nobis consulat, ne quis frater 
incautus denuo laqueis diaboli capiatur. Sollicitos esse jussit et providos adque 
eruditos, quoniam hostis ille antiquus circuit pulsans dei servos non uno genere. 
temptans. 


9—2 
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TO OéXnua avrov, roijces laciv Tois mMpoTépois voy apapTn- 
pact, kal Fete SUvaputv Tod KaTaxvplctcat Tov Epywv Tov S.a- 
Borov. Comp. ib. 4, éyod yap écopar pel vuav, 6 dyyeXos TIS 
peTavoias, 6 KaTaKuplevwY avTod. 

It would be wrong to assert dogmatically that the writer 
here has the Lord’s Prayer in his mind. But the agreement 
of the three ideas—God’s will, forgiveness, power over Satan— 
with three petitions of the Lord’s Prayer is worth attention. _ 

(5) The letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons (ap. Eus. 
H. E. v.18 6). avrecrparnyes Sé 7 yapis tod Oeod, Kai Tovs péev 
daOeveis éppveto’ avtimapétacce Sé oTVAOUs Edpaious, Suvapévous 
Sid THS UTopovns TWacav THY Opynv Tov Tovnpov eis éEauTOUS 
éAxvoat, ob Kal dpoce éydpouy [avT@], wav eldos ovediopod Kat 
KOAaTEWS AVE OMEVOL. 

A reference to the Lord’s Prayer seems very probable (éppvero 
...TOD Tovnpov). But is rov vrovnpod masculine’? Any remaining 
doubt as to this point is dissipated by a study of other passages in 
the letter. It was ‘according to a device of Satan’ (xar’ évédpav 
tov Yatava) that the household servants of certain Christians 
invented lying stories against them (§ 14). The fury of the 
governor and crowd and soldiers was kindled to exceeding frenzy 
because it was ‘Satan’s ambition’ (@iAoT4woupévou tod Latava) 
that some of the blasphemous slanders should be spoken even 
by the holy martyrs (§ 16). In the martyr Sanctus ‘Christ 
suffered and wrought out His great glory, bringing the adversary 
(Tov avrTixeipevov, compare 1 Tim. v. 14f,, Zech. ii. 1) to nought’ 
(§ 23). When Biblias had denied Christ, the devil, wishing to 
consummate her condemnation, brought her again to torture 
(§ 25). When ‘the blessed ones’ stood firm ‘the devil invented 
fresh tortures’ (§ 27). At a later stage of the trial Maturus 
and Sanctus ‘endured every torment of the amphitheatre, as 
though they had suffered nothing heretofore, but rather had 
in many previous conflicts driven back the adversary’ (Tov avrti- 
manov, § 38). When all was over, ‘the wild and barbarous tribes 
incited by the Wild Beast’ (v7ro ayplov @npds) sought to rob the 


1 Compare the words of Eusebius (H.E. ii. 14) 4 Oela cal bwepoupdmos xdpis... 
dvarropévny Tod movnpod rhv préya 7 TA4x0s eoBévyv. The words just above (7 pucdxa- 
Nos kal rns dvOpwrwv érlBovdos cwrnplas rovnpa Sivauis) define the meaning, 
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Christian of the bodies of the martyrs (§ 57). Throughout the 
letter the agency of the devil is traced in every detail of the per- 
secution, and thus the reference in the earlier passage is fixed. 

(6) Clementine Homilies xix. 2 (Migne P. G. 2 p. 424). «at 
o Ilérpos: aduvarov dori pot dwvnv tod éuod apyncacba S.dac- 
Kadov, 80 Kal oporoyw elvat Tov Tovnpoy, OTL TroAAaKLs avTOV 
uUTapyelv Oo Travta adnbevaas ecipnre SudacKanos...0TL EWpaKe TOV 
TOvnpcy wS aoTpaTny Tecovta &€k TOD ovpavod édnrwoe...Kal 
Tadw* pn Sdte mpopaciw TH Tovnpe. adrArAa Kal cupBovrAEvwv 
clpnxev’ ctw Uuav TO val, val, Kal TO ov, ov’ TO bé Teptccor 
TOUT@Y €X TOU Tovnpod EoTiv. GAG Kal év H Trapédwxev evyT 
éyouey elpnuévov’ picat nuas amo tov tovnpod. See above 
p. 100. 

The verdict of this passage is clear as to the interpretation 
of the petition of the Lord’s Prayer. Canon Cook, however, 
questioned its validity. ‘Those spurious and heretical writings 
lay altogether outside the scope of my argument...I should have 
shrunk from an attempt to introduce them into any controversy 
touching our Lord’s teaching or the mind of the primitive Church’ 
(A Second Letter p. 56). The case is materially altered when the 
passage from the Clementines is viewed in connexion with the 
body of evidence from the Apostolic and sub-Apostolic writings 
which we have collected and reviewed. It does not stand alone 
as the isolated utterance of misguided separatists. It does but 
state explicitly the interpretation which we have found to be 
implied in writings which are above the suspicion of heterodoxy. 
And further, the one witness outside the New Testament, whose 
evidence is equivocal, if it be not adverse to the interpretation 
maintained in this essay, becomes here of special importance. The 
Didaché is a document with strong Jewish affinities. Whether 
or no it be an adaptation of a purely Jewish manual or purely 
Jewish manuals, it speaks with the voice of Jewish Christians, 
who, at the time of its composition or shortly afterwards, were 
regarded as standing upon, if not outside, the extreme limits of the 
Catholic Church. Its evidence therefore shews that the masculine 
interpretation of azo tod mrovnpod was not the characteristic and 
proper possession of the Judaising Christians. 

(7) Tertullian. In two treatises, one of which is placed — 
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among his earlier, the other among his later Montanistic writings, 
Tertullian discusses the last clause of the Lord’s Prayer. 

(a) de Oratione viii. Ne nos inducas in temptationem, id 
est, ne nos patiaris induci, ab eo utique qui temptat'. Ceterum 
absit ut dominus temptare videatur, quasi aut ignoret fidem 
cujusque aut deicere sit gestiens. Diaboli est et infirmitas et 
malitia...Ipse a diabolo temptatus praesidem et artificem temp- 
tationis demonstravit. Hunc locum posterioribus confirmat, Orate, 
dicens, ne temptemini. Adeo temptati sunt dominum deserendo, 
quia somno potius indulserunt quam orationi. Ergo respondet 
clausula, interpretans quid sit, Ne nos deducas in temptationem. 
Hoc est enim, Sed devehe nos a malo. 

Throughout Tertullian is eager to justify God’s ways to men. 
To the devil therefore he assigns a double part in regard to 
temptation. He both leads men into temptation (induci ab eo... 
artificem temptationis) and he tempts them (qui temptat...prae- 
sidem temptationis). It is for this reason (because, that is, the 
occasion of the temptation and the temptation itself are to be 
traced to Satan, not to God), that the explanatory clause is added, 
Sed devehe nos a malo. If malo were neuter, the addition ac- 
cording to Tertullian’s exegesis would be without point*. 

(6) de Fuga in Persecutione 11. In legitima oratione, cum 
dicimus ad Patrem, Ne nos inducas in temptationem (quae autem 
major temptatio quam persecutio ?), ab eo illam profitemur acci- 
dere a quo veniam ejus deprecamur. Hoc est enim quod sequitur, 
Sed erue nos a maligno, id est, ne nos induxeris in temptationem 


1 Comp. adv. Marc. iv. 26. Quis non sinet nos deduci in temptationem? Quem 
poterit temptator non timere, an qui a primordio temptatorem angelum prae- 
damnavit? On the gloss ne nos patiaris induci see above p. 64 ff. 

2 Canon Cook’s interpretation (Second Letter p. 85) of Tertullian’s words seems 
to me to leave out of sight individual expressions (e.g. qui temptat) and the general 
thought which binds together the whole chapter. ‘Whether [Tert’s.] exegesis is 
right or wrong,’ he writes, ‘it is evident that he understands that prayer to mean, 
Let not Satan lead us into a position where we shall be in contact with evil and be 
in danger of overthrow; and when he adds that the last clause corresponds to this 
petition and interprets it, sc. Sed devehe nos a malo, his meaning must be, Instead 
of suffering us to be led by Satan into such contact, do Thou lead us away from 


evil, in other words, keep us out of the way of every evil which might imperil our 
salvation.’ 
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permittendo nos maligno. Tunc enim eruimur diaboli manibus, 
cum illi non tradimur in temptationem. 

A study of the whole chapter, of which the most, important 
words are quoted above, shews that Tertullian follows here the 
same general line of thought as in the de Oratione. In both 
places he discusses the relation of temptation to God and to 
Satan, only in the later treatise he is led by circumstances to 
regard temptation under the’special form of persecution; in both 
he refers to the illustration of the Disciples in the Garden; in 
both places he adopts the same view as to ‘ne nos inducas...’ 
In the de Oratione lis gloss is ‘ne nos patiaris induci ab 
eo’; in the de Fuga it is ‘ne nos induxeris...permittendo nos 
maligno?,’ | 

Canon Cook indeed, maintaining that in the de Oratione 
Tertullian is a witness on his side, finds in his conversion to 
Montanism a special reason for his supposed change of mind. 
But in point of fact, had Montanism influenced Tertullian at all 
in the matter, it would have influenced him in the opposite 
direction. As a Montanist he claimed to be in an especial 
sense under the immediate guidance of the Paraclete; he and 
his were ‘spiritual men.’ Had he hesitated before, still more 
would he have hesitated now, to pray for deliverance from the 
evil one’. 

These two passages are clear as to Tertullian’s interpretation 
of the petition of the Lord’s Prayer. It remains however to 
collect passages in Tertullian’s writings in which ‘malus’ even in 
the oblique cases is used as a name of Satan. It should be 
noticed that such an absolute use of the simple adjective is against 
the Latin idiom, which would rather require ‘ malus ille, a phrase 
which we find in de Cultu Fem. uu. 5 (Christianus a malo illo 
adjuvabitur in aliquo?) and in Zeno of Verona Tract. 43 (Migne 


1 The care and sobriety of thought which mark the whole chapter are worth 
noting. To take a few sentences—‘praecedere dei voluntatem circa fidei proba- 
tionem, quae est ratio persecutionis, sequi autem diaboli iniquitatem ad instrumen- 
tum persecutionis, quae ratio est probationis,...Nihil Satanae in servos Dei vivi 
licebit nisi permiserit Dominus.’ 

2 It will be remembered that the Catholics of Asia with singular simplicity 
proposed that they should try upon the Montanists the effects of exorcism, a 
proposal which the M ontanists rejected (Eus. H.E. v. 16, 16). 
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P. L. 11 p. 496, omnes sagittas illius mali). The following 
passages seem to be decisive as to Tertullian’s usage. (a) de 
Idololatria xvi. Sed quoniam ita malus circumdedit seculum 
idololatria, licebit adesse in quibusdam, quae nos homini, non 
idolo, officiosos habent. Two early editions have ‘malis’ for 
‘malus’ (see Oehler). The whole scope of the passage however 
is in favour of ‘malus’; for the universality, not the evil, of the 
symbols of idolatry is the point (comp. de Patientia xi. quoted 
below). Further, compare c. xviii. Tu si diaboli pompam ejerasti, 
quicquid ex ea attigeris, id scias esse idololatriam: c. xxi. per 
quem te malus honori idolorum, id est idololatriae, quaerebat 
annectere. (b) de Patientia v. Porro cum deus optimus, diabolus 
e contrario pessimus, ipsa sui diversitate testantur neutrum alteri 
facere, ut nobis non magis a malo aliquid boni quam a bono 
aliquid mali editum videri possit...Quid primum fuerit ille 
angelus perditionis, malus an impatiens, contemno quaerere... 
[Mulier] traducem [Adam] ejus, quod a malo hauserat, facit : 
ce. xi. Lata atque diffusa est operatio mali, multiplicia spiritus 
incitamenta jaculantis...Certemus igitur quae a malo infliguntur 
sustinere, ut hostis studium aemulatio nostrae aequanimitatis 
eludat...Undique igitur adstricti sumus officio patientiae adminis- 
trandae, quaque ex parte aut erroribus nostris aut mali insidiis 
admonitionibus domini intervenimus: c. xiv. Quid ridebat Deus, 
quid dissecabatur malus, cum Job immundam ulceris sui redun- 
dantiam magna aequanimitate destringeret? Elsewhere (Apol. 
xxi, de Test. Animae iii., see Oehler’s notes) Tertullian repre- 
sents the common pagan exclamation maluwm as an unconscious 
reference to Satan (cf. adv. Hermog. xi. erit mali finis cum praeses 
cjus diabolus abierit in ignem). Thus the usage of the father of 
ecclesiastical Latin seems beyond the reach of controversy. 

(8) Cyprian de Oratione Dominica. 

In the case of Cyprian, as in that of Tertullian (see p. 27), it 
is of interest to collect the clauses of the Prayer. 

Pater noster qui es in caelis, Sanctificetur nomen tuum, Ad- 
veniat regnum tuum, Fiat voluntas tua sicut in caelo et in terra, 
Panem nostrum cottidianum da nobis hodie, et dimitte nobis 
debita nostra sicut et nos remittimus debitoribus nostris, Et ne 
patiaris nos induci in temptationem, sed libera nos a malo. 
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Cyprian’s exposition runs thus:—H¢t ne patiaris nos induct 
in temptationem’. Qua in parte ostenditur nihil contra nos ad- 
versartum posse, nisi Deus ante permiserit, ut omnis timor noster 
et devotio atque observatio ad Deum convertatur, quando in 
temptationibus nihil malo liceat, nisi potestas inde tribuatur.... 
Post ista omnia in consummatione orationis venit clausula uni- 
versas petitiones et preces nostras collecta brevitate concludens. 
In novissimo enim ponimus, Sed lhbera nos a malo, comprehen- 
dentes adversa cuncta quae contra nos in hoc mundo molhitur tnt- 
micus; a quibus potest esse fida et firma tutela, si nos Deus 
liberet, si deprecantibus atque implorantibus opem suam praestet. 
Quando autem dicimus, libera nos a malo, nihil remanet quod 
ultra adhuc debeat postulari, quando semel protectionem Dei 
adversus malum petamus; qua impetrata, contra omnia quae 
diabolus et mundus operantur securi stamus et tuti. Quis enim 
vel de seculo metus est cui in seculo Deus tutor est ? 

The words which I have italicised put 1t beyond a doubt that 
Cyprian’s verdict, like Tertullian’s, is for the masculine interpre- 
tation of a malo. In the last sentences indeed he speaks rather 
as a rhetorician than as a careful interpreter. But here the 
diabolus et mundus is explained by the in hoc mundo...cnimicus 
just above*. The closing words are justified by their epigram’. 

The importance of the treatment of the point at issue by 
Tertullian and Cyprian‘ is partly literary and partly religious. 


1 On this clause see above p. 64 f. 

2 There is probably a reference to the formula of renunciation at Baptism; comp. 
Tert. de Cor. 3 (contestamur nos renuntiare diabolo et pompae et angelis ejus), 
Cyprian Ep. vi. (seculo renuntiaveramus cum baptizati sumus), de Lapsis 437 (qui 
jam diabolo renuntiaverat et seculo), 

3 Canon Cook, claiming the support of Cyprian as of Tertullian, (1) unwittingly 
overlooked Cyprian’s comment on ne patiaris nos induci; (2) laying the whole 
stress on adversa cuncta...a quibus, he divorced these words from the defining 
clause quae molitur inimicus. 

4 That Cyprian’s exposition was regarded as authoritative is clear from the 
following passage of Hilary of Poictiers (Migne P. L. 9 p. 943), ‘De orationis autem 
sacramento necessitate nos commentandi Cyprianus vir sanctae memoriae liberavit. 
Quamquam et Tertullianus hinc volumen aptissimum scripserit; sed consequens 
error hominis detraxit scriptis probabilibus auctoritatem.’ Hilary himself else- 
where appears to give, as do Chromatius and Pseudo-Augustine, the masculine 
interpretation ; see above p. 67 f. 
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On the one hand, their evidence is clear as to the current 
interpretation of a malo when the Latin versions of the New 
Testament were still in the process of formation. On the other 
hand, they give a singularly noble expression to the feelings with 
which thoughtful Christian men may regard the prayer for deliver- 
ance from the spiritual enemy. 

(9) Origen. In three passages of his writings, as they are 
preserved to us, does Origen give his interpretation of the last 
clause of the Lord’s Prayer. 

(a) de Oratione 30. The date of the treatise is doubtful, 
but it appears to fall within the Alexandrian period of Origen’s 
literary activity (Bp Westcott in D. C. Biog. iv. p. 103). ‘No 
writing of Origen,’ says Bp Westcott (D. C. B. iv. p. 124), ‘is 
more free from his characteristic faults, or more full of beautiful 
thoughts.’ 

Soxet 5é pot 6 Aouxds dua tod My eicevéyxns nas els Tet- 
pacpor, duvaper Sedidayevar Kal to “Pica judas aro Tov Trovnpod. 
Kat eiKos ye mpos pev Tov pabntny, ate 5) dhedrnpévor, eipnxévac 
TOV KUplov TO émreTOoMwTEpov, pds Sé Tovs TAciovas Seopévous 
tpavotépas SidacKkanrias TO cadhéorepov. pietar Sé nuas oO Beds 
aTr0 Tov Trovnpod, ovyt OTE ovdaLasS Nuiv TpoTELoLY avTUTTANALwY 
6 éyOpos Sc olwy Symore peOodea@y éavtod Kai varnperay Tod 
OeXnpatos avtov, arr’ OTE vixapev avdpelws ioTamevot pos TA 
oupPRaivoyta. 

(b) Selecta in Psalmos. Origen deals with Psalm xxxvi. in 
a series of Homilies. The date of these Homilies is circ. 241 A.D. 
(Bp Westcott D. C. B. iv. p. 104). They are only preserved to 
us in the Latin translation of Rufinus, who, as appears from the 
language (e.g. malignum vel malum), to somé extent paraphrased 
the original. 

(i) Hom, it § 4. ‘Quia qui nequiter agunt, exterminabuntur ; 
qui autem expectant Dominum, ipsi haereditate possidebunt 
terram. Apparet quia nequitia alia quidem species mali est, 
practer cetera peccata. Unde et hic sermo divinus alium describit 
peccatorem, et alium nequam, sicut et ibi simili utitur distinctione 
cum dicit: Contere brachium peccatoris et maligni, id est, nequam. 
Sed ct Dominus in Evangelio diabolum non dixit peccatorem 
tantummodo, sed malignum vel malum, et cum docet in oratione, 
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vel dicit: Sed libera nos a malo. Et alibi: Malus homo fecit, sive 
malignus. Definiunt quidam zrovnpiav, id est, nequitiam, spon- 
taneam vel voluntariam esse malitiam. Aliud est enim per 
ignorantiam mala agere, et vinci a malo; aliud est voluntate et 
studio mala facere, et hoc est nequitia. Unde et merito diabolus 
hoc nomine trovnpos, id est, malignus vel nequam appellatur. 

(ii) Hom. v.§7. Venit enim ad unamquamque animam de 
hoc mundo exeuntem princeps hujus mundz et aereae potestates, 
et requirunt si inveniant in ea aliquid suum....Et singula quaeque 
eorum similia si invenerint, suae partis est, et sibi eam defendunt, 
et ad se eam trahunt....Si vero aliquis imitatus est illum qui 
dixit: Ecce veniet princeps mundi hujus, et in me non habet 
quidquam, et si se aliquis ita observavit, veniunt quidem isti 
peccatores et requirentes 1n eo quae sua sunt et non invenientes 
tentabunt nihilominus ad suam partem violenter eum detorquere, 
sed Dominus eripiet eum a peccatoribus. Et forte propterea 
jubemur cum quedam mysterio etiam in oratione petere dicentes: 
Sed libera nos a malo (comp. Justin Dial. 105, quoted above p. 121). 

These passages, belonging as they do to different periods of 
Origen’s life, shew that he consistently accepted the masculine 
interpretation of the clause. The theory of Canon Cook (A Second 
Letter pp. 30, 62) that Origen was misled here by his love for 
‘mystical expositions, and that this interpretation ‘was probably 
first introduced, as it was certainly first urged upon the Church, 
by Origen,’ is disproved by the evidence for the general currency 
of the masculine interpretation which we have reviewed, and 
further by the fact that in the passage from the earlier treatise the 
interpretation is introduced by Origen, not as a novelty, but 
incidentally and in a matter of fact way. It is true that in the 
third passage quoted above he uses the phrase cum quodam 
mysterio; but the mystertum applies not to the interpretation 
itself, but to a particular application of it. 

(10) The greatest of Origen’s pupils was Dionysius, his 
successor, though not his immediate successor, as head of the 
Catechetical School, afterwards Bishop of Alexandria. In a 
fragment on Luke xxii. 46 (Migne P. G. 10 p. 1599) Dionysius 
deals thus with the last clause of the Lord’s Prayer : 

Kail mpooevyerOar 5é tradw edidacxe un eutreceiv eis Treipac- 
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pov’ Kat 8 Kal pn eicevéyens nuas eis Teipacpov’ TovTéoTte 
hn éaons nuas [1 Cor. x. 18] éeurreceiv eis metpacpov’ Ore Sé 
TovUTO HY ov TO py TetpacOnvat, puaOnvat 5é amo Tov Trovnpod, 
mpocéOnxev, aNAA pica nuas amo TOU Tovnpov: Kal Ti Ste- 
vnvoxev, tows épeis, TO metpacOjvat Kal TO eis Tretpacpov 
éurreceivy nrot eicedOeiv; 6 pev yap nTTnOeis vIrd TOD TrovNpod 
(nrrnOnoeras 5é ef un aywvito.to, vrepactivos Sé avtod Kal o 
Geos), eis tmeipacuoy ovros évétrece, Kat eis Tretpacpoy etonrAOev 
Kal éortw év avt@, Kat Un’ avtov domep axOels aiyuddrwros’ 6 
Sé avricyov Kai vroueivas Temeipactat pév ovToS, ov unV Ets 
Teipacpov elonrOev Hrou évérrecev. avnyOn yoodv 6 ‘Inaods var 
TOU WvEvpaTos, ovVK eis TWetpacmoy eiaeNOciv, GAXA TetpacOnvat 
v7ro Tov dtaBoXov...xal avtos 5é o Kupios éreipatey Tos paOnras’ 
0 pév yap tovnpos treipabwy eis Tovs Treipacpovs Kaédxet, ola 
Tweipactns Kkaxav' 6 Sé Beds treipabwy trapadépes ws atretpaatos 
KaKkov’ 0 yap Bees, dyoiv, atreipactos éott KaK@v’ 6 wey yap 
duaBoros em’ drAcOpov Erxwv Braverar, o Sé Oeds ert cwrnplav 
yupvalwv yeipaywyei. The passage is consistently in favour of 
the masculine interpretation. Two points may be noticed. (1) In 
an earlier part of this fragment Dionysius gives the neuter inter- 
pretation of 1 John v. 19, nai yap advvatov pariota pév tows Kai 
mavtt avOpwir@ TO TravTEdka@s ayevoTov YadeTrov Tivos SiaBiovat. 
OdXos yap, dnoiv, 6 KOapos ev TO TOVNP@ KEitaL’ Kal TO WAEOY TOY 
npEepwv Tov avOpwrrov KoTros Kal Trovos K.7.A. This interpretation 
is certainly erroneous, for, whatever be the gender of év r@ mrovnpe, 
the reference must be to moral evil. (2) In the latter part 
of the quotation zrespactns xaxoy cannot be, as Canon Cook 
translates, ‘a tempter of the wicked. The following clause shews 
that xaxey is neuter, ‘a tempter to that which is evil.’ It is in 
fact explained by ém’ éXe@pov in the next sentence. 

(11) The next witness is Peter, Bishop at the beginning of 
the next century of the same great see as Dionysius. Some 
Canons of this Bishop have been preserved to us dealing with the 
questions connected with the Lapsi. T ey are printed in Routh 
Reliquiae Sacrae iv. p. 28 ff. The: ing words tell us that 
they were d wm"? on, which began in the 
February of WiaKaster, In the 9th 
Canon the . ‘secution 
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that they are to be received to communion though they had for- 
gotten Christ’s words—pn mpocéyovow avtod trois Aoyots Sida- 
aKovTos, MpotevyerOas pn eloedOety eis Tretpacpoyv, Kal Tad év 
Evy Néyetv TH Tratpl Kal wr eicevéyens nas ets Tretpacpudy, adra 
pdaat nas aro Tov Trovnpod. The interpretation of this petition is 
hinted at in a later passage of the same Canon, where the Bishop 
again refers to the warnings of Christ: mdAw axovoyev avtod 
Néyovros Kal érav Suakwow vpas ev TH Torey TavTny, pevyete ets 
Thy éTépav’ ov ydp Oédres avTopmorely Huds mpos Ttovs d1aBorou 
Umaomiatas Kal Sopudopous ... GArX éxdéyerOar Kal mpocéyeww 
éavtois, ypnyopely Te Kal mpocevyerOat, iva pn eicédOwpev eis 
metpacuov. Compare the following passages of these Canons: 
(1) Routh l.c. p. 24, those who had fallen under torture should fast, 
like Christ before His temptation, forty days; after which they 
should more earnestly watch unto prayers, carapeXetovres TO 
NeyOuEVvOY UIrd TOU KUpiou pos TOV TrepalovTa auvToY iva Tpoc- 
Kuvnon avTo, "Traye Yatavad. (2) p. 25 roodvres AuTpwOjvat 
ATO THS TiKpoTaTns aixparwalas tod diaBdrov. (3) p. 38 évnyov- 
EVOL KATATTOAELHOAL TOV Uirepalpomevoy Kal avTLKEipevor...UTrép 
Tov év TO ayove HTTHOévTwY VIO THS TOAAHS Bias TOD KaKopnya- 
vou dtaBorov. The masculine interpretation, though not explicitly 
asserted, is implied by the language of these Canons. 

(12) The ‘Clementine’ Liturgy (Apostolic Constitutions vii. 
5—15). The date of the other Liturgies and of their several parts 
is a matter of debate, and the problems connected with their 
interrelation are complicated. No such difficulties however hamper 
the student in an appeal to the ‘Clementine’ Liturgy. It stands 
apart from the rest. Its integrity is guaranteed by its place in the 
Apostolical Constitutions. ‘It represents fairly the pre-Constanti- 
nian Liturgy of about the middle of the 3rd century’ (Hammond 
Inturgies p. xxxviii), and it is probable that portions of it, as its 
frequent coincidence with the liturgical element in Clement’s 
Epistle seems to indicate, reach back to a yet earlier date. Canon 
Cook (A Second Letter p. 74 ff.) rightly lays stress on the evidence 
which it yields; but his review of this evidence is incomplete and is 
not free, I venture to think, from serious misinterpretations. The 
best course will be to set forth with some fulness those portions 
which may with any plausibility be thought to bear upon the 
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interpretation of the last clause of the Lord’s Prayer, and then to 
draw the deductions which they may seem to warrant. The text 
I have used is that in Hammond's Inturgies, and the references are 
to the pages of that book. I have however compared Hammond's 
text with that in de Lagarde Constitutiones Apostolorum (1862), 
and have noted one or two slight variations in the latter text, 
designating them by L. 

(a) ‘The Bidding Prayer for the Catechumens’ (p. 3f.). ta... 
pvontas 5é avrovs amo maans doeBeias, kat pn S@ toOTov TW adAO- 
Tpi@ KaT avTa@v. 

(b) (i) ‘The Bidding Prayer for the Energumens’ (p. 5). 
OTWS...pvantat Tovs auvTov ixéras (so L., v. ]. otnétas) amo THs TOD 
aAXorpiou Katabuvacteias’ 6 éTriTinoas TO Neveu TOY Satpwovev 
Kal T@ apyexax@ SiaBor, eritiyunon avTos Kal viv Tols atooTa- 
Tals THS evoeBetas Kal pvaontas Ta éavTOD TWAGCpLATA ATO THS 
évepyetas avtov (L. avtév). Comp. (h) below. (ii) ‘The Collect’ 
for the same (p.6). peyaXou tratpos vie, émitinooy Tots Trovnpots 
Tvevpact, Kal pooar Ta epya TaY Yelpwv cov éx THS TOU adXo- 
tplov mvevpartos évepryeias. 

(c) ‘The Bidding Prayer’ for the Penitents (p. 6f.). d2ras... 
ouvtpivn Tov Latavav Vie Tovs Tddas avtwy év TAaxXEL, Kal AUTPO- 
OnTAL avTOVS ato THS Taryidos ToD StaBorou Kal THs ErnNpEias TOV 
Saipovwv, nat é&éXntat avtovs amo tavtds abepitrou Noyou, Kai 
Taons atotrou mpakews, Kal Tovnpas évvoias. 

(d) ‘The Deacon’s Litany’ (p. 9). (i) vmrép tev mrpecButépwv 
nov SenOapev’ ows o Kupios pvontar avtovs amo TavtTés atoTrou 
kal Tovnpov mpaypatos. (il) vaép adAnrwv SenOwpev, btrws 6 
Kupsos tnpnon (L. Statnpnon) nds nat pudrakn rH avrod yapete 
eis TENS, KaL PYoNTAaL NuaS TOD TrovNnpod Kat TavTwY TAY oKavda- 
Awy Tov épyalopévwv THY avomiay. 

(e) ‘The Prayer of the Faithful’ (p. 10). Avtpwoas [76 roip- 
yiov gov TovTo| dans ayvoias Kai tTrovnpas mpagkews...pdoat av- 
TOUS Waons vorov Kal Taons padrakias, TayTOs TapaTTwMaATos, 
mTaons émnpelas Kat atratns, amo hoBov éxOpod x.7.d. 

(f) ‘Commemoration of the Work of Redemption’ (p. 17). 
amvéOavev...kat érapy...iva maQous Avon Kal Oavarou éférnTat 
Tovtous 8: ols mrapeyéveto, Kal pnEn ta Secpa tod dvaBorou, nal 
pvanrat Tovs avOparrous x THS aTTaTNs avTod. 
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(g) ‘Invocation’ (p. 18). ta of peradkaBovtes avtot BeBatw- 
O@aou mpos evoéBevav, apécews apaptnpatav Tiywot, tod dia- 
Borouv kai ths mAdvns avTod pucOact, TvEevpatos ayiov MANpo- 
aan. 

(h) ‘The Great Intercession’ (p. 19). ér mapaxarodpér ce... 
vmép Tay xyerpalopévwv UIrd TOU aAXoTpiov...d7rws...cabapions éx 
THs (L. om. é« THs) évepyeias tod trovnpod. 

(k) ‘The Benediction’ (p. 23). evAdynoov Tovs aot KEexALKOTAS 
Tovs éavTov avyévas...dyiacov avTovs, hpovpydoy, cKéTacor, avTt- 
AaBod, pica Tod adXoTpiov Kai TavTos €xOpod. | 

A review of these excerpts from the Liturgy warrants the fol- 
lowing conclusions. 

(1) Prayer for deliverance from Satan is offered, not only 
on behalf of those who are not in full communion with the 
Church, the Catechumens, the Energumens, and the Penitents, 
but also on behalf of the Faithful. This appears from the passages 
(d) (11), (g), (k). The occurrence of a prayer of this kind in the 
‘Invocation’ (g) is especially noteworthy. 

(2) The term 6 zrovnpos is used of Satan’. The name is 
implied in (b) (ii) tots wrovnpois wvevpact...tod addoTpiov mvev- 
patos. Further, there can be no doubt as to the use of the term 
in (h), for it is interpreted by the scope of the petition and by the 
words vid tov «addXotpiov’, and further by the parallels in (b), 


1 It is necessary to emphasise this point, for Canon Cook (A Second Letter p. 
76) writes, ‘I cannot but think it [i.e. 6 dAAdérpios] would not have been used here, 
had roi wovnpod been then generally understood as the regular designation of 
Satan: that designation does not occur once in this book,’ i.e. Apost. Constit. vii. 

* Canon Cook (p. 76) points out (a) that 6 ddAdrpios, characteristic of this 
Liturgy, ‘is not, so far as I remember, common in other ancient writings’; (b) that 
it has ‘a special force,’ representing ‘Satan as wholly alien, in the special sense 
that he is without place, power, or influence within the region of which Christ is 
king.’ He appears to me to be mistaken in the second of these positions. The 
word 6 dAAdrpios is rather equivalent to 6 ¢x@pés which is twice used of Satan 
(comp. Le. x. 19) in this Liturgy (pp. 5, 10, see (e)). This is clear from (k) rod 
&orplou kal wavTds éx@pod. This meaning, which arose when a foreigner was 
regarded as a natural enemy, belongs to the word aAdorpios in Classical Greek from 
Homer onwards. Comp. Hebrews xi. 34 (mapeuBodds exAway addorplwv), There is 
an interesting passage in Justin Martyr Dial. c. 30 which explains the word from 
one point of view and which is decisive as to the view which the early Christians 
held in regard to the doctrinal question involved in the use of these prayers. It 
runs thus: orc d¢ xal alroduev adrdv ol misrevovres els adtdv, va amd rev dddorpluy, 
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where the prayer is also for the Energumens, azo tis évepyeias 
avTod, €k THS TOD aAXoTpiou mvevpaTos évepyeias’. This passage 
carries with it (d) (ii),...calb pyontat nuds tod troynpod, where the 
reference to the evil one is followed by a reference to evil men as 
in the Liturgy of St James (Hammond p. 29, Swainson p. 225) 
pioat nds ato Travros Treipacuod S:aBortKod Te Kai avOpwrrivov?. 
The sense in which the term 6 zrovnpos is used in this Liturgy is 
perhaps indicated by the epithet apyéxaxos which twice occurs in 
it—6 apyéxaxos d:aBonros (p. 5), 6 apyéxaxos Sdgus (p. 15). 

(3) There are clear references to the last petition of the 
Lord’s Prayer interpreted as a petition for deliverance from Satan 
in (b) (i) (ii), (d) (ii), (g), (h), (kK). Only less clear is the reference 
in (c), (f); the words iva pyn&n ta dSecpua in the last passage are 
a comment, at least from one point of view, on pica, This 
interpretation of amo tod trovnpod becomes all the more note- 
worthy if my conjecture (see p. 121 f.) be true that in the Greek 
Jewish forms of Prayer such phrases as are found in this Liturgy 
itself (p. 9 amd waytds atorov Kai trovnpod mpdyparos, p. 10 
jovnpas mpakews) were common. 

(13) Cyril of Jerusalem Cat. xxiii. Myst. v.§ 18. adr pdcas 


TouTéoriy add TwY Tovnpwr Kai TAGYWY MVEVLATWY, CUVTyphoy Tuas, Ws awd mpoowrou 
évds Tw els abTov micrevdvTwy axnuaToromoas 6 Adyos Tis wpopyrelas (Ps. xviii. 14) 
Aéyet, mage pavepov dorw. dwd yap rwv Satmovlwy, ad éorw addérpia Tis OeooeBelas Too 
Geo, ols radar mpocexuvoiuev, Tov Oeov del bia "Inood Xprroi cuvrnpnOjvac wapaxadov- 
wev, Justin’s mode of reference to the petition (alroduey, wapaxadoduev) sug- 
gests that he is quoting a prayer from a very early form of the Liturgy, which is 
substantially reproduced in later Liturgies. ‘ 

1 Compare Lit. of St James (Hammond p. 32, Swainson p. 239), dwd...rdons 
diaBorixys évepyelas, Lit. of St Mark (Hammond p. 171, Swainson p. 4) wracap 
catavikhy évépyeav kal avOpmmrwy mrovnpay émiBovdjy. 

* Such phrases are common in the Liturgies. A close parallel is found in the 
Embolismus of the Liturgia Coptitarum S. Cyrilli (Swainson p. 63), libera nos a 
malo: actiones diabolicas a nobis remove: insidias per consilia improborum homi- 
num omnes inutiles effice. Similar petitions will be found in Swainson pp. 21, 47 
(Satanam...deprime sub pedibus nostris velociter: scandala et eorum autores 
compesce), 363. 

3 The construction of jvcac@a: with a simple genitive is characteristic of this 
Liturgy. It occurs in the comment of Gregory of Nyssa on this clause (p. 174) 
and in words of Chrys. quoted above p. 121. Comp. AdTpwoat adrods rijs wadaas 
w\dyys (Swainson. p. 180), rdv...Aady eAevPepwoas dxaSapolas (id. p. 184). I have 
noticed it also in the newly recovered Greek text of the Apology of Aristides c. xii., 
evropnce picacbat éavrov rod Bavdrov. 
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nas amd Tod Trovnpod. movnpos S€é 0 avtixetpevos Saipav, ad’ ob 
pvaOnvar evyopeba. Cyril is here expounding the Lord’s Prayer 
in its place in the Liturgy between the Great Intercession for the 
Living and the Dead (§ 8 ff, etra peta tadta thy evyny réyopev 
éxeivny, nv 6 awtnp Tapédwxe ToIs otKelots avToD waOntais § 11) 
and the call of the Bishop (or Priest, 6 fepevs), ra dysa Tots dryloss. 
Further, he is explaining it in the regular course of catechetical 
instruction. Thus his evidence is of special interest and import- 
ance. In the first place catechetical instruction commonly followed 
traditional lines of thought and of exegesis. In the second place 
an exposition of the Lord’s Prayer as used in the Liturgy could 
hardly be at variance with the general tone of the actual Liturgy 
itself. We are therefore enabled to judge what was the teaching 
of the Liturgy in use at Jerusalem in the middle of the fourth 
century on the relation of the faithful to the temptations of the 
devil; for it is to the faithful that this petition of the Lord’s 
Prayer when used just before the actual Communion must refer. 
With this evidence of Cyril we must connect on the one hand the 
‘Embolismus’ in the Liturgy of St James (p. 153), which seems in 
sonie form to have been in use at a later time in Palestine (Ham- 
mond p. xliii), and on the other hand the evidence derived from 
the ‘Clementine’ Liturgy. The coincidence of two distinct lines of 
liturgical evidence, the ‘Clementine’ Liturgy and the exposition of 
Cyril, seems to afford a fair indication what was the tendency 
of thought in a very early archetypal form of Liturgy, and to 
enable us to discern what interpretation the devotional instinct of 
the early generations of Christians gave to the words amo rod 
Tovnpov'. 


This is a convenient point at which to break off this catena of 
early expositions of and references to the last petition of the Lord’s 
Prayer. To follow the stream further would necessitate the dis- 
cussion of Augustine’s position as an exegete; and would thus in- 
troduce us into a fresh region of Church History, that of later | 
‘Latin Christianity.’ We have examined thirteen witnesses. Some 
of these, Clement, Hermas, the Clementine Homilies, Tertullian, 
Cyprian, Origen, Dionysius and Peter of Alexandria, the ‘Clemen- 


' On further evidence to be derived from Liturgies see note B, on p. 151. 
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tine’ Liturgy, Cyril of Jerusalem, have indeed given evidence 
before, but have been dismissed before the whole truth had been 
elicited from them. The rest, viz. the Didaché, the Ancient 
Homily, the Letter of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons, have, so 
far as I know, spoken now for the first time’. 

Their evidence may be thus summarised. One witness, that 
is the Didaché, is doubtful, if not adverse to the view maintained 
in this essay; some explanation however of the adverse part of this 
evidence can be given. The evidence of one witness, who has 
been brought forward on the other side, that is Clement, is now 
seen to be irrelevant. One witness, viz. Hermas, is not consistent, 
but perhaps on the whole favours the view here taken. The 
remaining ten give clear and ample testimony to the interpretation 
which we have already arrived at from a study of the New Testa- 
ment. They represent different parts of Christendom. ‘The 
Ancient Homily, as it would appear, speaks from Corinth (see 
Bp Lightfoot Clement ii. p. 197 ff.). The Letter of the Churches 
of Southern Gaul shews us the mind of these Churches, which 
were offshoots from, and in close correspondence with, the Apos- 
tolic Churches of Asia Minor. The ‘Clementine Homilies’ give us 
the traditional view held by Jewish Christians, those probably of 
the East (Dr Salmon in D.C. B. i. p.577). Tertullian and Cyprian 
speak from Carthage; Origen from Alexandria and afterwards from 
Palestine. Origen’s view is repeated by his pupil Dionysius, and 
by Peter, both Bishops of his early home. The last two witnesses, 
the ‘Clementine’ Liturgy, with whatever Church it is to be con- 
nected, and Cyril, who takes us back to the Mother Church of 
Christendom, combine to represent to us a very early devotional 
tradition. It is hardly too much to say that the unanimity of these 
witnesses, combined with the variety of their character and origin, 
is conclusive as to the mind of the Church of the first three 
centuries, 


1 Unless I may except a short note (p. 124) in my essay on ‘Chrysostom’ 
(1887). 
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A. Note on the ‘Songs’ in St Luke’s Gospel in relation to ancient 
Jewish Prayers (see p. 128 n.). 


A comparison of the Benedictus with Clement’s Epistle (see above, p. 128 n.) 
suggests a larger problem of great interest, closely connected with the subject 
of the relation of the Church to the Synagogue discussed in the Introduction. 
Bp Lightfoot (Clement i. p. 392 ff.) has shewn the affinities between the 
Epistle of Clement and the ‘Eighteen Benedictions.’ The further problem 
at once confronts us—Is there any connexion between the ‘Songs’ of St 
Luke’s Gospel (for the whole series must be considered together) and ancient 
Jewish Prayers ? 

For the purpose of comparison I take those parts of Jewish Prayers 
which appear to have been in most frequent use from very early times, viz., 
the Introductory and Concluding Benedictions of the Shema, the Eighteen 
Benedictions, the Kadish and the Kedusha (see Dr Ginsburg’s art. Synagogue 


in Kitto-Alexander Cyclop. of Bibl. Lit.). 


Passages the text of which seems 


doubtful I have marked with an asterisk. 


(1) The Magnificat. 
Le. 1. 49 émroinoey pot peyada o duva- 
ros. Comp. v. 51, éroinaey xparos. 


.@ ‘ ra 
Kat aytoyv To évopa auTov. 


51 f. &ceoxcpmicev vrepnpavovs 8a- 
voia xapdias avrav’ Kabeihevy Svvacras 
> LY , , @& U 
amo Opovwv kat UWrwoev rametvous, Tet- 
veovras everrAnoev ayabay Kai movToUr- 
ras €€améoretXey Kevous. 


54 avredaBero “IopanA tratdds av- 
rov, uynoOnva édéous, kabas éAdAncev 
mpos rovus marépas nov, r@ ’ABpaayu 
kal T@ oméppart avrov eis Tov atova. 


The Eighteen Benedictions. 


2 Thou art mighty (1133) for ever, 
O Lord....O0 Thou of mighty acts 
cnyqya3 Sy). 

3 Thou art holy, and Thy name is 
holy. 

*12 Let all proud men perish in a 
moment....Bow them down speedily 
in our days. Blessed art Thou, O 
Lord, that breakest the enemies in 
pieces, and bowest down the proud. 

13 Upon the righteous and upon 
the pious...let Thy compassions, we 
pray Thee, be moved. 

16 Send us not away, our King, 
empty from Thy presence. 

1 That bestowest gracious benefits 
(O°1DN)...and rememberest the piety 
of the fathers (MIAN I0M)...0 Lord 
the Shield of Abraham. 

2 Fulfilling His truth to them 
that sleep in the dust. 


10—2 
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(2) The Benedictus. 
Le. i. 68 evAoynros Kuptos 6 Geos rou 
"lopanA, ors émeoxéwato Kai émoingev 
Aurpwcw To Aag@ avrov. 


69 xal Hyepev xépas cwornpias nuiv ev 
a” 4 A > a“ 
oiko Aaveid rados avrod. 


71 cwornpiav €& éxOpav judy Kai éx 
XElpos TavTa@Y TOY piTOWTeY NLaS...... 
74 rov Sovvas npiv apoBws éx yeipos 
€xOpav puacbevras... 

72 f. wotjoas @Xeos pera rdv rarépwv 
juov kat prnoOjvac BaOnxns ayias 
avrov, Gpxov ov dpocev mpos "ABpadu 
TOY TaTépa Nuwy. 

75 darpevew avr@ €v oodryre kat 
Sixatoovry évaomiov avrov tmacats tails 
npepas Hoy. 


év adéoet quapriav avray (v. 77), 


1 This Benediction is probably subseq 


But it may incorporate an earlier formula. 
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1 Blessed art Thou, O Lord, our 
God and the God of our fathers, the 
God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, 
the God of Jacob...Even He that 
bringeth a Redeemer unto their sons’ 
sons for His Name’s sake in love. 

2 Setting at liberty them that are 
in bonds. 

*7 Redeem us with a perfect re- 
demption... Thou, O God, art a 
strong Redeemer. Blessed art Thou, 
O Lord, the Redeemer of Israel. 

10 Sound a great trumpet for our 
freedom ; and lift up a banner to 
gather our captives... He that gather- 
eth the outcasts of His people Israel. 

14 Establish in the midst of her 
[Jerusalem] speedily the throne of 
David. 

15 Cause the shoot of David Thy 
servant to spring forth; and let his 
horn be exalted in Thy salvation. 
Blessed art Thou, O Lord, that causest 
the horn of salvation to spring forth. 

See the passages from the 12th 
Benediction quoted above as parallel 
to Le. i. 51 f. 


See the passages quoted above as 
parallel to Le. i. 54. 


- 


13 Upon the righteous and upon 
the pious.... 

5 Turn us again, O Father, to Thy 
law; and make us draw near, our 
King, to Thy service (IN )ay) ; and 
bring us back with a perfect repent- 
ance to Thy presence. 

17 May the service (N7!3Y) of Thy 
people Israel be pleasing to Thee per- 
petually?. 
uent to the destruction of the Temple. 
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a“ a“ a r) lod 
77 rov dotvar yroow cartnpias TO 
Aag@ avrod. 


J 9 , € a“ > «a 
ev deve: apapri@y auvrav. 


78 dita omdayxva édéous Oeod juov. 


79 éemupavat trois év oKores Kal axed 
Gavarov xaOnpevors, rou KxarevOvvat rovs 
; e ~ > tgs ? 4 
mwodas nav els odor elpnyns. 


(3) The Gloria in Excelsis. 
Le. ii. 14 80fa év victors Ce@ nal 
evi ys eipnyn ev dvOpwmors evdoxias. 
Comp. Le. xix. 38 év ovpaveé eipyyy 
cat Sofa ev victors. 


(4) The Nunc dimittis. 


Le. li. 29 viv amoAvets roy 8ovdAov 
Gov... €v eipyyy. 


31 Gre ei8ov of oOaApoi pov ro va- 


THPLov Gov. 
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4 Thou graciously givest to man 
knowledge, and teachest man under- 
standing. So graciously give unto 
us knowledge and understanding and 
wisdom. 

6 Pardon us, our Father, for we 
have sinned. Forgive us, our King, 
for we have transgressed. 

13 Upon us let Thy compassions 
(VOI) be moved, O Lord our God. 

*19 Grant...grace and mercy, right- 
eousness and compassion unto us. 

*19 For in the light of Thy counten- 
ance Thou hast given to us, O Lord 
our God, the Law and life,...blessing 
and peace. May it be good in Thine 
eyes to bless Thy people Israel with 
abundant strength and peace. 

The Benediction at the beginning of 
the Shema: Blessed art Thou...who 
createst light...who makest peace... 
He in mercy causeth the light to 
shine upon the earth and the in- 
habitants thereof. 


The Kadish: May He who makes 
peace in His high places (1917193) con- 
fer peace upon us and upon all Israel. 

The Kedusha: We will sanctify 
Thy name in this world as they [the 
Angels] sanctify it in the high heavens 
(DIN 193); as it is written by the 
prophet (Is. vi.).... Blessed be the glory 
of the Lord from His place. 


2 Loosing them that are in bonds. 
*9 May its (the year’s) close be... 
peace. 
17 May our eyes behold when Thou 
returnest with compassion to Zion. 


The great root-thoughts—salvation, mercy, deliverance, benediction—are, 
it will be seen, common to the Jewish Prayers and the ‘ Evangelical Songs.’ 
The Prayers and the ‘Songs’ are of course both ultimately based on the Old 
Testament ; and in this and other aspects the parallels which I have pointed 
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out above may be compared with those which have been found between the 
Lord’s Prayer and Jewish formulas. The suggestion which seems implied in 
these resemblances, viz., that the utterances of the Virgin Mary, Zacharias, 
and Simeon, at supreme crises of their lives were largely based on familiar 
forms of devotion, is psychologically natural. They spoke as ‘filled with the 
Holy Ghost’ (Le. i. 67); for they gave a new meaning to current thoughts 
and expressions. The Angelic Song took a form which would not be wholly 
unfamiliar to pious Israelites. 

The ‘Songs’ however come to us in a literary form and in a Greek trans- 
lation. The question then arises, May not the Greek version of Jewish Prayers 
used in the Hellenistic Synagogues underlie the ‘Songs’ as they are given 
to us in St Luke’s Gospel? There is one piece of evidence upon which I 
wish briefly to touch, viz., ‘the Psalms of Solomon.’ Professor Ryle and 
Mr James in their recent edition of these Psalms have in their Introduction 
(p. xci f.) collected a considerable number of instances of the “similarity in 
phraseology between our Psalms [i.e. the Psalms of Solomon] and the ‘Songs’ 
in Luke i. ii.” To these instances add Ps. viii. 31 ef8ov of 6p@aApol avray 
(2? nudv) compared with Le. ii. 30, Ps. xi. 2 nrénoev 6 Cceos “Iopand ev ry 
emioxonj avteay compared with Lc. i. 68. But the Editors do not offer any 
explanation of the phenomenon which they notice. May not the explana- 
tion be found in a common source whence the phrases in these Psalms 
and in the Songs of the N. T. are derived, viz., the Greek Jewish Prayers 
of the Hellenistic Synagogues? As Prof. Ryle and Mr James have not, so 
far as I have noticed, touched on the subject, I venture to add a few notes 
and references in regard to the relation of ‘the Psalms of Solomon’ to 
ancient Jewish Prayers. (1) The two Editors draw attention (p. li) to the 
references in the Psalms to the doctrine of retribution and to that of the 
resurrection. The second Benediction (‘Thou causest the dead to live... 
quickening the dead in Thy plenteous compassion. Blessed art Thou, 
O Lord, that bringest the dead to life’) should be compared ; it, like the 
Psalms of Solomon, was probably directed against Sadducean doctrine, 
(2) Compare Ps. Sol. ii. 35 ff, iv. 28f,, vii. 4 ff, xii, 8, xi. 10 f. with 
Benedictions 12, 13; Ps. ix. 12 f. with Benediction 5; Ps. xvii. 23 with 
Benedictions 14, 15. (8) The close similarity of thought between the Psalms 
and the Benedictions will be shewn by a study of the following passages 
of the Psalms, 11. 41 (evAoynros xuipws eis roy aidva evomov trav SovAwY avrod, 
words which close the Psalm), v. 16, 17, 21, 22, vi. 9 (evAoynros xvptos 6 
mowwv EXeov Tols dyanaow avrov év ddnOeia, words which close the Psalm), 
viii. 37 f., ix. 20, x. 4 ff, xi. 9, xvii. 25 f., xviii. 1 ffi (4) I have suggested (see 
above p. 18) that the phrases rois dyamaoaw (avrdv), rots vmropévovaty (avréy) 
are derived from Greek Jewish Prayers: compare Ps, Sol. iv. 29 (yévorro, 
kupte, TO €AEOS Gov emt mavras Tovs ayarevrds ce), Vi. 9 (quoted just above), 
x. 4 (ro Neos xupiov ext rovs dyamavras avrov €v adnGeig), Xiv. 1 (mors xvptos 
rois ayanaotv avrov ddnOeia, Trois vmropevovot matdeiav avrov). I have also 


pointed out (see above p. 18) how frequent in early Christian liturgical 
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fragments is the petition for the gathering together of the scattered, a 
petition which seems based upon the 10th Benediction: compare Ps. Sol. 
Vill. 34 (cuvayaye ryv Staomopav "Iopand per’ éd€ov Kal xpnororntos), xi. 3}. 
It will be remembered that the starting point of this investigation was 
the fact of a certain resemblance between a passage of Clement’s Epistle 
(which certainly is closely connected with Jewish Prayers) and the Bene- 
dictus (see above p. 128 n.). 

To sift the matter with real thoroughness would require among other 
things an attempt to attain to a critical text of the Jewish Prayers, a careful 
examination of the Hebrew of these Prayers and of the passages of the O. T. 
in the original Hebrew and in the Lxx. on which the Jewish formulas are 
ultimately based. Such a work lies outside the scope of a note like the 
present. I venture however to hope that I have shewn that there is a 
problem connected with the ‘Songs’ in St Luke’s Gospel which invites 
thorough treatment. 


B. Note on the bearing of some of the Offices and Inturgves on 
the interpretation of azo Tov trovnpod (see p. 145). 


While I fully recognise that only a thorough liturgical scholar can appraise 
accurately the value of the evidence of the Liturgies on such a matter as that 
under discussion, I think that a collection of passages bearing on the point 
may not be without interest and importance. 


(1) Baptismal and kindred offices. (a) In a Greek form for making a 
catechumen (Assemani Cod. Liturg. i. p. 110) there occurs the petition, ov 
e€eihou tiv Wuxnv rou SovAov gov €k TOU Tovnpov...un TvyxwpHoNs mvevpari Tie 
movnp® xwpav év autre éxew”, (6) In a Greek ‘Confirmation’ office (Assemani 
Cod. Liturg. iii. p. 57) we find the prayer piaat dro rov rommpod kai mavrev Trav 
émerndevparey avrov. The term ‘the evil one’ occurs in the Syrian Baptismal 
rite given in the Offices of the Patriarch Severus (see above p. 37), ‘ Gratias 
agimus tibi hac de causa quod dignos effeceris servos tuos ut ad sanctum 
baptisma accederent et abrenunciarent malo (Leuw).’ Comp. Cyril, Migne 
P. G. 33 p. 1069 (dwrordocopai cot, Sarava, col r@ rovnp@ Kal Bporar@ Tupavyg), 
Jerome Com. in Mat. xxv. 26 (renuntio tibi, diabole, et pompae tuae et vitiis 
tuis et mundo tuo, qui in maligno positus est), though in both these passages 
the term in question may be an addition of the writer. 


1 In the Test. xii Patriarcharum the phrase omdayxva eddous (Le. i. 78) occurs 
in Zab. 7,8. With Le. ii. 32 compare Benj. 11 (yrdow xawivy gwrifw rdvta Ta 
L6vn, pus yuucews emeuBalywy rG Topandr é€v cwrnpig). 

2 Cyril of Jerus. (Migne P.G. 33 p. 1080) 70 éxtopxiordv rotro EAatov...dvvapuy 
TydKavrny AapBdver, Wore...wdoas dopdrous TOU rovnpou exdiwKev Tas Suvauecs. 
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(2) The Liturgies proper. It will be best to collect separately three 
groups of passages, viz. (a) passages in which the newer interpretation is 
definitely assumed ; (b) phrases which bear some resemblance to the last 
petition of the Prayer, and which may be in some cases indirect references to 
it; (c) passages which clearly support the masculine interpretation. The 
references given are to Dr Swainson’s Greek Liturgies (unless it is other- 
wise stated), as that is the nearest approach to a critical edition. 


(a) Neuter interpretation. (i) The Coptic Liturgy, Anaphora of St Basil 
(Hammond p. 223), ne nos inducas in temptationem, neque permittas ullam 
iniquitatem in nos dominari, imo potius libera nos ab actionibus inutilibus, 
earumque cogitationibus, earum motibus, aspectibus earum, illecebris earum ; 
temptationemque extingue et repelle a nobis. (ii) The Roman and Ambrosian 
rites (Hammond p. 344), the Gregorian and Gelasian Canon (Hammond 
p. 372 f.), Libera nos, quaesumus, Domine, ab omnibus malis praeteritis, 
praesentibus, et futuris. The Lord’s Prayer had preceded. (iii) Mozarabic 
rite (Hammond p. 345): after the Lord’s Prayer the Presbyter says, Liberati 
a malo, confirmati semper in bono. (iv) The Gallican rite has a varying 
formula succeeding the Lord’s Prayer. Hammond (p. 345) gives that for the 
Nativity, Libera nos, omnipotens Deus, ab omni malo, et custodi nos in omni 
opere bono. 


(6) Possible references and paraphrases. There are many petitions in the 
Deacon’s Litany and elsewhere in the several Liturgies which seek for deliver- 
ance from various evils, e.g. Lit. of St James p. 230 f., vrep rov pucOjvae nyas 
aro maons Odiews, dpyjs, Kwdvvou Kal avaykns, aiypadwolas, mixpov Oavarov, 
kal tov avouiov nov. Similar prayers will be found on pp. 125, 166, 224, 
234, 250, 280. Not unfrequently petitions begin with the words pica nas, 
which yet can hardly be thought to be expansions of the clause of the Lord’s 
Prayer. Thus Lut. of the Presanctified p. 178 dAda picat nas éx mavreyv roy 
Onpevovrav ras Wuyxas nov, Lit. of St James p. 331 pdoat nyas amo tis poBepas 
kat aveEtyuaorouv kai dpixrns nuépas ths kpiocews. Again, there are other 
petitions of which the following may be considered a type: picat nuas aro 
mavros meipacpov SiaBoAtkou re Kat avOpwrivou (Lit. of St James p. 224f.), wavra 
S€ POovoyv, wavra reiparpov, macay caravuxny évépyevav, kat avOporav movnpoy 
émiBovAny, arodingoy ad’ nav (Lit. of Alexandria p. 4). These and such like 
petitions together with what seems to be, if my suggestion (p. 121 f.) be true, a 
Jewish liturgical phrase, viz. dé mavrés rovnpov (mpayparos), must be taken 
into account in considering those passages which seem to make for a neuter 
interpretation. They would always create a tendency towards expanding the 
simple expression of the masculine interpretation and so diluting or elimina- 
ting it. In this connexion the following series of passages is very significant : 
(i) the Scriptural source Rom. xvi. 20 (6 8€ Geos rns elpnyns ouvrpivve: roy Yara- 
vay vUmo Tovs todas vay ey rdyer): the meaning here cannot be questioned : 
(ii) Rom. ¢/. c. is quoted (with necessary adaptations) in the ‘Clementine’ 
Liturgy (Hammond p. 6): (iii) Zit. of dlevandria p. 46 f, roy Zaravay nai 
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magav avTov Thy evépyeray Kut trovmpay Svvaptv cuvrpiyoy vmod rovs modas Huov. 
(iv) Lit. Copt. S. Basilzi p. 21, universos eorum hostes visibiles et invisibiles 
contere et deprime sub vestigiis eorum velociter: (v) Canon Universalis 
lethwopum p. 21, omnes hostes et adversarios eorum subjice et contere sub 
pedibus eorum velociter. Thus the primary reference to Satan, which in this 
case is certain, is lost in process of liturgical development. 


(c) Masculine interpretation. The following passages are clear: (i) Lit. 
of Alexandria p. 6 (Cod. Rossanensis), ddkAd pivoat jyas awe Tov movnpow Kai éx 
TOY €pywv avrov. (ii) 2b. p. 62, dAAa pioat Huas aro rod rovnpod...cv ‘yap 
€dwxas nui eovoiay mareiv eave dpewy Kat oxopriwy Kat emt wacayv thy Suva 
tov €xOpov. (ili) Lit. of St James p. 306 ff. (all four MSS. given by Dr Swainson 
give substantially the same reading), aAAd picat nuds dd Tov rovnpod, Kal éx 
TOV Epywv avrov, kal maons émnpeias Kai peOodeias avrov, kal réyyns Kal amarns 
avrov. The Syriac (Hammond p. 78) has a much simpler Embolismus. 
(iv) The Coptic Liturgies. (a) Lit. Copt. S. Basilit p. 5, omnem invidiam, 
omnem temptationem, omnem operationem Satanae et consilium hominum 
improborum, impetumque hostium tam occultorum quam manifestorum 
depelle a nobis.... Tu enim ipse es, qui dedisti nobis potestatem calcandi 
serpentes et scorpiones, omnemque virtutem inimici. Et ne nos inducas in 
temptationem, sed libera nos a malol. (b) Lit. Copt. S. Cyrillt p. 63, sed libera 
nos a malo: actiones diabolicas a nobis remove : insidias per consilia impro- 
borum hominum omnes inutiles effice. (c) 7b. p. 73, libera eos ab operibus 
malis diaboli, et contere omnia opera eius sub pedibus illorum velociter. 
(v) The Syrian Inturgy of SS. Adaeus and Maris (Hammond p. 280), sed 
libera et salva nos a malo et ab exercitibus eius. 


To arrive at an approximately correct estimate of the value of this 
evidence the following points must be borne in mind: (i) The evidence for 
the neuter interpretation is found almost exclusively in Latin Liturgies, 
which either in their original formation or in their subsequent development 
would not be outside the influence of St Augustine’s teaching. (ii) The mascu- 
line interpretation is found in passages, notably in the different forms of 
the Embolismus, where the reference to the Lord’s Prayer is direct and certain. 
(iii) The variety of the witnesses is a noteworthy fact. The evidence comes 
to us from the Church of Alexandria, probably in the Greek Liturgy of St 
James from the Patriarchate of Antioch, from the Coptic Church of Egypt, 


1 With this it is very instructive to compare the parallel passage in the 
Ethiopic Canon (p. 5), omnem invidiam, omnem dolum, omnemque operationem 
Satanae, omnem machinationem hominum improborum, insultationemque inimici 
secretam et manifestam procul fac...quia tu es qui dedisti nobis potestatem calcandi 
serpentes et scorpiones, omnemque virtutem inimici. Et ne nos inducas, Domine, 
in temptationem, sed libera et eripe nos ab omni malo. The reference here to 
Satan’s enmity in the introduction to the petition is plainer than in the Coptic 
Lit. quoted above in the text; in the actual petition however the reference is lost in 
& paraphrase. 
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from the Church of Eastern Syria in the Liturgy of SS. Adaeus and Maris. 
Again, the passages quoted above from a Baptismal and a ‘Confirmation’ 
Office are at one with those cited from the Liturgies. (iv) These different. 
pieces of evidence, the several dates of which I have not attempted to ascer- 
tain, must be taken in connexion with the liturgical evidence derived from 
the ‘Clementine’ Liturgy and from Cyril of Jerusalem. These two latter 
authorities, the respective dates of which are within certain limits fixed, and 
whose agreement, as we have seen, points to still more ancient liturgical 
usage, shew clearly that in their interpretation of the last clause of the Lord’s 
Prayer the later Liturgies are not introducing an innovation. 


(iv). Evidence derived from the Early Versions. 

(a) The Syriac Versions. 

The importance of these Versions has been insisted on more 
than once in this Essay (see p. 39 n.), on the ground that they 
represent approximately the original Aramaic of our Lord’s 
utterances. 

The Old Syriac, inserting the petition for deliverance in 
St Luke, has in both Gospels the following rendering : 


the-evil (-one) from  deliver-us but 


The Syriac Vulgate has the same translation in St Matthew, 
and it is again repeated (except in regard to the translation of 
‘us’) in the Jerusalem and the Philoxenian Versions. In St Luke 
the Vulgate Syriac introduces another verb. 


The main points in regard to the evidence of these Versions 
may be briefly stated thus: 

1. In the two passages in the New Testament where in the 
Greek the neuter interpretation is certain, viz. Luke vi. 45 (apo- 
déper TO Trovnpov) and Rom. xii. 9 (amroaruyobvres TO trovnpov), the 
Vulgate has the definite feminine ((Am.2), the number. of course 
depending on the pointing. The former passage is wanting in the 
Curetonian fragments of the Gospels. 

2. In the following passages, where the masculine is gram- 
matically certain, viz. Matt. x##* “ 1 Cor. v. 18. 1 John iz 18, 14, 
v. 18, the Vulgate Syriac Tha 4 an fragments 
shew that in the first he most 
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important, the Vulgate is but repeating the rendering of the 
Old Syriac. These passages indicate that the simple word (with- 
out the addition of |; 2s in Luke vi. 45) was felt to be a clear 


and sufficient translation of the phrase ‘the evil man’ or, when 
that required to be represented, ‘the evil-one.’ 

3. In two passages the word La. is gratuitously introduced 
where it is not required by the Greek and where the interpretation 
is certain. 

In St Matthew xiii. 38, 39 (ra 3€ &fava eiow of viot Tov 
movnpov, o de éyOpos 6 omeipas a’ta éoTw 6 StaBoros). The Old 
Syriac has tma2 not only in the first clause but, as the 
equivalent of 6 6sa8onos, in the second also 

In Acts x. 38 (tovs xataduvactevopévous ve Tod d:aBoNov) 
the Vulgate Syriac represents tod d:a8onov in the same way. 

These two passages were pointed out by Bishop Lightfoot. 
Canon Cook however in his reply passed them over in silence. 
They are manifestly of crucial importance. For in the first place 
this rendering of Matt. xii. 39 clears up, as far as the Syriac is 
concerned, the meaning of the ambiguous word in »v. 38, and with 
it, it can hardly be questioned, that of the other passages in 
St Matthew commonly considered doubtful. The Version which 
(unless indeed there was some variation of reading in the Greek, 
other evidence for which has disappeared) introduced the word as 
a name for Satan in xii. 39 could hardly have intended to express 
a different idea by the same word in vi. 13. And in the second 
place the two passages together shew that |=. was current as 
a recognised name for Satan among Syrian Christians from the 
second century and onwards, and thus form a link ‘between the 
acknowledged usage of later Syriac writers (see Payne Smith 
Syr. Thes.) and that of our Lord’s time which is the ‘unknown 
quantity’ in the problem. 

4. The facts reviewed above seem fairly decisive as to the 
gender of Las in those passages where the meaning of the Greek 
must remain uncertain to the scholar who confines his studies to 
accidence, viz. Matt. v. 37, 39, xiii. 38, John xvii. 15, 2 Thess. iii. 3, 
Eph. vi. 16, 1 John i. 12, v.19. The passages in St Matthew 
here referred to are happily included in what remains to us of the 
Old Syriac Version. 
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To sum up, while in forming a judgment we must make allow- 
ance both for our tendency to Western over-refinement and 
rigidity in interpreting Semitic modes of thought and expression 
and also for the fact that Syriac usage in regard to the way of 
expressing the neuter fluctuated, yet it does not seem too much 
to say that the evidence of the Syriac Versions certainly favours 
the masculine interpretation of amo tod trovnpod. 


(b) The Latin Versions, 

The materials accessible at the present time to the student of 
the Latin Versions are not sufficient to insure absolute complete- 
ness in results. Still in the investigation which follows I hope 
that the evidence collected will justify an opinion as to the bearing 
of the Latin Versions on the point of interpretation under dis- 
cussion which will not hereafter require serious modification. 

(1) The Old Testament. 

The group of passages in Deuteronomy xiii. 5, xvii. 7, 12, xix. 
19, xxi. 21, xxii, 21, 22, 24, xxiv. 7 is worth study in the Latin 
Versions. The type of rendering given in the LXx. is éEapets rov 
mwovnpov €€ vuwv avtov. The Vatican MS. has tov movnpdy in 
each passage. The variant To zrovnpdv however would be liable to 
arise in all the passages as it has done in xiii. 5, xix. 19 (see Tischen- 
dorf). It is of some importance to notice that St Paul (1 Cor. v. 
13) in a general reference to these passages has rév crovnpov, and 
that Aquila has rov zrovnpov in xxiv. 7 (see Field Hexapla), the 
only passage of the group of which any rendering of the other 
Greek Versions has been preserved. We may therefore conclude 
that, though the neuter reading existed, the reading generally 
current was Tov trovnpov. 

Putting aside the Latin rendering of the verb as unimportant 
for our present purpose’, we note four renderings of the noun in 
the Latin Versions. 

(i) Malwm is the commonest rendering. So Tert. adv. Mare. 


1 The verb used is the future or imperative of tollere or auferre. In xxii. 22 
however the reading in Ziegler’s Fragmenta is eradicabis. Jerome adv. Helvid. c. 4 
has eradicabitis. At first sight this word seems to imply the neuter interpretation. 
But usage does not confirm this impression. Thus the Speculum (ed. Weihrich, 
Corp. Scrip. Eccl. Lat. xii. p. 537) reads in Deut. xviii. 12, eradicabit eos a te 
(Vulgate, delebit eos). 
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v. 14 (comp. adv. Hermog. 11), Lucifer de Sancto Athan. i. (ed. 
Hartel p. 75) quoting Deut. xvii. 12, and the Speculum (ed. Weih- 
rich p. 460) quoting xvi. 12. This rendering is consistently 
followed by Jerome in the Vulgate. Tertullian (Joc. cit.), it should 
be noticed, takes malum as neuter; for arguing against Marcion’s 
dualism he asks, Aliud est enim apud creatorem Auferte malum 
de vobis, et Declina a malo et fac bonum ? 

(ii) Malignum is given as the rendering in xvil. 7 by Lucifer 
(ed. Hartel p. 75), in xxii. 21 by Augustine Quaest. in Deut. 
(Migne P. L. 34 p. 762), in xxii. 21, 24 by the Fragmenta Mona- 
censia (Ziegler Bruchstiicke einer Vorhieronymianischen Uber- 
setzung des Pentateuch, Miinchen, 1883), in xxiv. 7 by Augustine 
(Migne P.L£. 34 p. 764). Augustine (see below p. 164) takes 
malignum as masculine. 

(ii1) NMequam is found in xxii. 22 as given in the Fragmenta 
Monacensia, 

(iv) Jniquum is found in Lucifer (ed. Hartel p. 77) who, it 
will be noticed, gives three renderings of tov trovnpév (To trovnpev) 
in as many pages. The whole quotation runs thus: Testificatus 
est iniqua ..facite ei quemadmodum nequiter egit facere adversus 
fratrem suum, et auferes iniquum ex vobis ipsis (Deut. xix. 18 f.). 
It seems clear that iniquum is here masculine. 

This group of passages is of special interest as giving all the 
renderings of 6 zrovnpos which are found in the New Testament. 


In Job xxi. 30 where the Vulgate has eis nuépav amwdeias 
xouditerar 6 tovnpds, the Old Latin as given in Sabatier’s 
representation of Cod. Majoris Monasteri (see Bp Westcott 
art. Vulgate, Dict. of the Bible iii. p. 1692) and the Vulgate (Cod. 
Amiatinus) both read, In diem perditionis servatur malus. In 
such a context it would be very natural to take malus as referring 
to Satan. Thus in the interlinear Commentary on Job printed 
with Jerome’s works (Migne P. L. 23 p. 1437), assigned by some 
to his friend Philip (see D. C. Biog. iv. p. 357), there is the gloss, 
antiqui hostis vel impii in hoc mundo. Again, Gregory the Great 
Expositio in beatum Iob seu Moralium Libri (Migne P. L. 75 
p. 1117) writes thus on v. 31: Beatus lob dum de omnium malo- 
rum corpore loqueretur, subito ad omnium iniquorum caput verba 
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convertit: vidit enim quod in fine mundi Satan hominem ingredi- 
ens, &c., where the reference at least in part is to v. 30. If then 
we could be sure that this part of the Old Latin rendering of 
the Old Testament was pre-Christian (see Bp Westcott art. 
Vulgate, D. B. ii. p. 1691), we should have grounds for arguing 
that the passage supplied an important precedent for the trans- 
lation of 6 mrovnpos in the New Testament. In any case we 
see the associations connected with the term malus in the Latin 
Bible. 


(2) New Testament. 

In the Gospels the evidence as to the Old Latin is fairly 
abundant. The greatest assistance, especially in regard to St 
Matthew, is found in the first volume of Bishop Wordsworth’s 
edition of the Vulgate. To this volume (p. xxxiii) and to Dr 
Hort’s Introduction (p. 81) I must refer for the classification 
which is adopted in the following table of the Mss. to which I 
refer. 


(1) ‘African text’: (i) Cod. Palatinus=e does not contain 
the earlier chapters of St Matthew; it begins at xii. 49. The 
portion containing xiii. 19 is detached and is given in T. K. 
Abbott’s edition of Cod. Z. (11) Cod. Bobtensis = k contains parts of 
St Matthew and St Mark. 

(2) ‘European text’: (i) Cod. Vercellensis=a, according to 
Bp Wordsworth, has a ‘ European’ text in St Matthew, a ‘mixed’ 
text in the other Gospels. (ii) Cod. Veronensis=b. (111) Cod. 
Claromontanus=h. (iv) Cod. Monacensis=q does not contain 
Matt. v. 25—v1. 4. 

(3) ‘Italian text’: Cod. Brimanus = f. 

(4) ‘Mixed text’: (1) Cod. Vercellensis =a (see above). (ii) 
Cod. Colbertinus =c. (iii) Cod. Corbevensis 1 = ff. (iv) Cod. Cor- 
beiensis 2= ff, (v) Cod. Sangermanensis =g,. (vi) Cod. Bezae 
(Lat. vers.) = d. 

(5) ‘Vulgate’: (1) Cod. Amiatinus=A. (ii) Cod. Dublinensis 
(‘Book of Armagh’)=D. (iii) Cod. Egertonensis=E. (iv) Cod. 
Iichfeldensis=L. (v) Cod. Kenanensis (‘Book of Kells’)=Q, 
(vi) Cod. Rushworthianus (‘Gospels of Mac Regol’) = R. 
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Matt. v. 37. 
(1) (2) (3) (5) a malo; so Tert. de Praescr. Haer. 26, de Carne 
Christt 23, adv. Prax. 9. 
(4) a malo. 
de malo d. So Hilary in loco (Migne P.L. 9 p. 940). 


Matt. v. 39. 

(1) non resistere adversus nequam nequam (sic) k. 

(2) (3) non resistere malo. 

(4) non resistere malo. 

malum g;. 

(5) non resistere malo. 

a malo EQ. 

Aug. de Serm. Dom. iii. (Migne P. L. 34 p. 1258) has: non 
resistere adversus malum. 

Matt. vi. 13. 

(1) (2) (8) (4) (5) libera nos a malo. 

Tertullian de Orat. viii. devehe (vl. evehe) nos a malo; de 
Fuga ii. erue nos a maligno, As the phrase ‘a maligno’ does not, 
so far as I know, occur in any other authority for the O. L. text, 
it is probable that Tertullian here gives an original rendering, as 
he not unfrequently does (Dr Hort Introduction p. 78). ‘ Erue’ 
however is found in Le. xi. 4 in f. 

Matt. x11. 35. 

(1) nequam homo de nequa thesauro emittit nequaam k. So 
Cyprian Ep. 55 (58). 

(2) (3) (4) (5) malus homo de malo thesauro profert mala 
(mala profert h). 

Matt, xii. 19. 

(1) maluse. nequam k. 

(2) malusabq. malignus h. 

(3) malus f 

(4) malusec ffi ff, 9; malignus d g,’. 

(5) malus plerique. malignus DLQR. 

Matt. xii. 38. 

(1) fili malignie. f. mali &. 


1 A second ms. taking its name from the Abbey of St Germain, sometimes 
cited by Sabatier. 
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(2) f. nequitiae a. f. malignihg. f. iniqui b (so Augustine 
in the Speculum, Mai Patr. Nova Biblio. i. Pars ii. p. 112). 

(3) f malign f 

(4) f nequam ff. fi nequitiae c ff, 9. f maligni d. 

(5) f. nequam plerique. diabuli nequam Q, 

Compare Iren. iv. 66, 67. Rursus in zizaniis ait: zizania sunt 
filii maligni...juste scriptura eos qui in abscessione perseverant 
semper filios diaboli, et angelos dixit maligni. The passage is of 
importance as shewing (a) the interpretation which Irenaeus gave 
to the rod zrovnpov, and (b) that the translator deliberately 
adopted the form ‘filii maligni’ when the context of his author 
required that ‘maligni’ should be the genitive masculine. 


Luke vi. 45. 

(1) malus homo de malo thensauro cordis sui malum pro- 
feret e. vacat k. 

(2) malus (homo q) de malo thensauro (cordis sui g) proferet 
(profert g) mala b q. 

(3) malus homo de malo thensauro cordis sui profert malum /- 

(4) nequam de malo profert malum a. malus homo de malo 
(thesauro cordis sui c) profert malum c ff. malus de malo froferet 
(sic) malum d. 

(5) malus homo de malo profert malum. 

Luke xi. 4. 

(1) vacant e k. 

(2) Cod. Vindobonensis (see Bp Wordsworth Vulgate p. xxxii) 
has: eripe nos a malo. | 

(3) erue nos a malo f (cf. Tert. de Fuga i). All other 
authorities appear to have: libera nos a malo. 


John xvii. 15. 
(1) ut serves eos a malo e. 
(2) ut serves eos a malo b. 

ut conserves illos a maligno gq. 
(3) ut conserves eos a maligno /. 
(4) ut serves eos a malo c ff 

ut serves eos de iniquo d. 
(5) ut serves eos ex malo. 


When we turn from t we become 


Nie. 
. 
at 
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conscious of the lack of evidence as to the Old Latin texts. ‘The 
delusive habit of quoting as Old Latin the Latin texts of bilingual 
MSS,’ Dr Hort remarks (Introduction p. 82), ‘has obscured the real 
poverty of evidence.’ It will be sufficient for my present purpose 
to record the rendering of the Vulgate (Cod. Amiatinus), and to 
note some of the more important variations as they appear in 
Patristic quotations. The greatest help is derived here as else- 
where from the monumental work of Sabatier. Unfortunately 
none of the passages in the Pauline Epistles, to which I have 
occasion to refer, are found in the Freisingen Fragments (Ziegler, 
Itala-fragmenta, Marburg, 1876), which appear to give an ‘ Italian 
text’ (Dr Hort, Introduction, Notes on Select Readings p. 5). 

Rom. xii. 9 odientes malum. Tert. adv. Marc. v. 14 odio 
habentes malum. 

1 Cor. v. 13 auferte malum ex vobis ipsis. Compare the group 
of passages from Deuteronomy (see above, p. 156 f.). Compare 
Tert. adv. Hermog. 11 frustra laboramus de auferendo malo ex 
nobis ipsis. That Tertullian took ‘malum’ as masculine is clear 
from de Pudic. 13 incesto...quem scilicet auferri jussisset de 
medio ipsorum. The same interpretation is presupposed by the 
words in de Aleatoribus 4 Apostolus iterum dixit: eximite malos 
e medio vestro. 

Gal. 1. 4 ut eriperet nos de praesenti saeculo nequam. Jerome 
wn loco has de...malo. Augustine in loco and in de Pecc. Mer. 
(Migne P. L. 44, p. 185) has de...maligno. 

Eph. vi. 12—16 contra spiritualia nequitiae (v. 12)...in die 
malo (v. 13)...omnia tela nequissimi ignea (v. 16). 

In v. 12 spiritualia nequitiae is as old as Cyprian, Test. 111. 117, 
and Tert., eg. adv. Marc. v. 18. But there are the following 
variations (i) hostes spirituales nequitiae (Tert. adv. Mare. ili. 14), 
(11) spiritualia malitiae (Tert. adv. Marc. iv. 24, de Jejun. 17). 
Compare; malitia spiritualis (Apol. 22). (iii) spiritus nequitiae, 
Cypr. Ep. 55 (58). (iv) spirituales nequitias, so Hilary often, see 
e.g. an: Pe. lv. (Migne P. L. 9, p. 390). (v) nequitiam spiritualium 
(Ambrose de Parad. x1i., Migne P. £. 14, p. 302). 

In v, 13 Cyprian [Test. iii. 117, Ep. 55 (58)] has: in die 
nequissimo; Vigilius Thapsensis de Trinitate xii. (Migne P. L. 62, 
p. 320) in die maligno. 

C. Il 
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In v. 16 (1) Cyprian has: omnia candentia iacula nequissimi (7Z'est. 
ili, 117); (ii) Ambrose (de Sp. Sancto iii. 7, Migne P. L. 16, p. 786) 
omnia tela maligni ignita; Leo (Serm. 39, Migne P. L. 54, p. 266) 
omnia tela maligni ignea; (iii) Zeno of Verona (Tract. 43, Migne 
P. L. 11, p. 496) omnes sagittas illius mali. (iv) The following 
glosses should be noticed. Tertullian has: omnia diaboli ignita 
tela (adv. Mare. iti. 14), tela diaboli (de Fuga 9). Hilary in an 
indirect reference has: ignita diaboli tela (in Ps. cxlii, Migne 
P.L. 9, p. 838). 

2 Thess, iii. 3 qui confirmavit vos et custodiet a malo (v. 2 
ut liberemur ab importunis et malis hominibus). 

2 Tim. iv. 18 liberabit me Dominus ab omni opere malo. 

1 John ii. 18f. vicistis malignum. Ambrose Enarr. in Ps. 
xxxvi. § 52 (Migne P. L. 14, p. 992) has: vicistis malum. 

ii, 12 ex maligno erat...opera eius maligna erant. 

v. 18f. malignus non tangit eum...mundus totus in maligno 
positus est. 

The readings in 1 Jn. ili. 12, v. 18f. given above are those of 
the Freisingen Fragments (Ziegler, [tala-fragmenta) which in this 
Epistle probably represent an ‘Italian’ text (Dr Hort, Notes on 
Select Readings p. 5). These fragments unfortunately do not 
include u. 18 f. 


It remains to review the evidence of the Latin Versions, so 
far as it has been here collected. 

(1) Passages where the neuter is grammatically certain: malum 
is used in Le. vi. 45, Rom. xi. 9, compare Tertullian’s comment on 
the passages from Deuteronomy (see above, p. 157); nequam is 
used in Matt. xii. 35 (1). 

(2) Passages where the masculine is for some reason certain: 


malus is used in Job xxi. 30, Matt. xiii. 19, Le. vi. 45 (2) (4) d¢ 


1 Cor. v. 18, 1 John 11. 13f. (Ambrose); malignus in Deut. 
xxiv. 7 (Augustine), Matt. xii. 19, 38 (translator of Irenaeus), 
1 John un. 13f, 111. 12, v.18 f; nequam in Matt, xiii. 19 (1), Le. 
vi. 45 (4), 

(3) In one or two cases where the gender is grammatically 
uncertain, a gloss is inserted in the text which witnesses to the 
hold obtained by the masculine interpretation. Such glosses are 


} 
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diabuli nequam in Matt. xiii. 38 (5), the insertion: of the word 
diaboli in Eph. vi. 16 (see above). Against these must be weighed 
the filii nequitiae in Matt. xiii. 38, which, it should be noticed, 
occurs In representatives of two groups of MSS. 

(4) Three words, iniquus, nequam, malignus, are used in 
some authorities in passages where malus is also found. (qa) ini- 
quus is so found in Deut. (see above, p. 157), Matt. xiii. 38 (2), 
John xvii. 15 (4). The rare use of the word in this series of 
passages, in none of which is the masculine interpretation gram- 
matically certain, has little or no interpretative value. (b) nequam 
is so found in Deut. (see above, p. 157), Matt. v. 39 (1), xii. 35 (1)*, 
xiii. 19 (1)*, xiii. 38 (4) (5), Le. vi. 45 (4)*, Matt. xii. 35 (de nequa 
thes.), Gal. i. 4. In the last two places the word is applied to a 
thing, expressed by a noun; in the passages marked with an 
asterisk it is certainly masculine. The word is somewhat more 
naturally used of a person; note the gloss of Q in Matt. xiii. 38 and 
the use of the superlative, which can hardly be used of abstract 
evil, in Eph. vi. 16. Hence the occurrence of the word as an ° 
alternative rendering in Matt. v. 39, xiii. 38 slightly inclines 
towards the masculine interpretation of the doubtful phrase in 
these verses. (c) malignus is the most important alternative 
translation of zrovnpos. It is found in (i) Matt. xiii. 19 (2) (4) (5), 
x11. 38 (translator of Iren.), 1 John 11. 13, v. 18 where the masculine 
is certain; (ii) Gal. i. 4, Eph. vi. 13 (Vigilius), where it qualifies a 
noun denoting a thing; (111) Matt. vi. 13 (Tert.), xii. 38 (1) (2) (3) 
(4), John xvii. 15 (2) (3), 1 John ii. 12, v. 19, Eph. vi. 16 (Ambr., 
Leo), where the gender is grammatically doubtful, though in the 
last passage the masculine is generally admitted for exegetical 
reasons to be certain. In 1 Juhn in. 12, v. 18 the gender is 
masculine, but here there is no evidence that malus was used as 
a translation. As to these passages, in the first place we notice 
that the use of malignus to represent zroynpos is not confined to 
any one class of authorities but occurs in each in turn. Secondly 
we ask the question why the word so often takes the place of 
malus as an equivalent of zroyvnpos. Anu answer to this question 
will be found (a) in a brief study of the use of the word malignus 
in the Latin Bible; (6) in two passages from Augustine. 

When we turn to the Vulgate as given in the Cod. Amiatinus 


11—2 
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we find the word used (i) of persons: Job v. 12, viii. 20, Ps. 
v. 6 (non habitabit juxta te malignus), ix. 15 (brachium peccatoris 
et maligni), xiv. 4 (ad nihilum deductus est in conspectu eius 
malignus), c. 4 (declinantem a me malignum non cognoscebam), 
cxvili. 115 (declinate a me maligni), Le. vii. 2 (curatae ab 
spiritibus malignis); (ii) of things: Ps. ecxliti. 10 (de gladio 
maligno), Baruch i. 22 (cordis nostri maligni), Jas. iv. 16 (omnis 
exultatio talis maligna est), 2 John 11 (communicat operibus illius 
malignis), 3 John 10 (verbis malignis garriens in nos). To this 
last group of passages the following given by Ronsch Jtala u. 
Vulgata p. 333 should be added: Prov. xx. 8 non adversabitur ei _ 
quidquam malignum Cod. i. 1. 18 (dissipat omne malum Vuilg.), 
Jer. xxiii. 22 a malignis cogitationibus Wirceb. (a cogitationi- 
bus suis pessimis Vulg.), Jon. i. 8, 10 de via sua maligna (mala 
Vulg.)...a viis suis malignis (via mala Vulg.) Weing. Mic. ii. 3 
quoniam tempus malignum est Fuld. (pessimum est Vulg.). A 
review of these passages shews that Biblical usage agrees with a 
priory probability, and that malignus (= maligenus), the opposite 
of benignus, is naturally and properly used of persons; in the 
Psalms the word ‘ malignus,’ like the word ‘sinner,’ has almost a 
technical sense. If the word is applied to things, it is almost ex- 
clusively when personal qualities are transferred to them. 

The two following passages from Augustine shew that this 
characteristic sense of malignus was explicitly recognised by 
Latin writers: (a) Quaest. in Deut. 39 (Migne P. L. 34, p. 764), 
after quoting 1 Cor. v. 13 (auferte malum) he continues: nam 
Graecus habet tov rovnpov, quod etiam hic scriptum est. Hoc 
autem potius malignum solet interpretari quam malum, nec ait ro 
movnpov, id est, hoc malignum, sed rdv zroynpov, quod est, hunc 
malignum...Quamvis aliter illud apostolicum possit intelligi ut 
unusquisque malum vel malignum [note the order in which the 
alternatives are placed] ex se ipso sit jussus auferre. Qui sensus 
acceptabilior esset, si hoc malum vel hoc malignum, non autem 
hune malignum in Graeco inveniretur. Nunc autem credibilius 
est de homine dictum quam de vitio. Quamquam possit eleganter 
intelligi etiam homo auferre a se malum hominem (Eph. iv. 22 
veterem hominem). (6) Aug. an Gal.1. 4 (Migne P.L. 35, p. 2108), 
seculum praesens malignum propter malignos homines, qui in eo 
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sunt, intelligendum est, sicut dicimus et malignam domum propter 
malignos inhabitantes in ea. 

Thus, in passages where malus is found in the oblique cases, 
the occurrence of the corresponding case of malignus in other 
Latin authorities becomes a strong argument for the masculine 
interpretation. In Matt. v. 37, 39, Le. vi. 45 (malum), where 
an oblique case of malus occurs without malignum as an 
alternative rendering, the neuter is the certain or the almost 
universally accepted interpretation. In 2 Thess. iii. 3 the a 
malo was probably looked upon as a quotation from the Lord’s 
Prayer, though it should be remembered that with our present 
slight evidence for the Latin texts of the Pauline Epistles we are 
unable to assert that no other rendering was current. Thus 
we are brought to Matt. vi. 13, Le. xi, 4. Here three points 
are to be noticed: (1) the rendering a malo was, we may believe, 
early fixed by devotional usage. It was the obvious translation 
of the Greek word and seems to be a precise example of the 
‘simplicitas interpretationis’ of: which Tertullian speaks (adv. 
Prax. 5, comp. de Monogam. 11). (ii) Tertullian, who discusses 
the petition in de Oratione and in de Fuga (see above, p. 134 f.), 
while in both Tracts he adopts the masculine interpretation, in the 
second of them, which is of later date than the former, character- 
istically gives the revised rendering a maligno. His attempt to 
introduce this new rendering brings into prominence the inter- 
pretation which he had already given of a malo; his failure 
indicates how strong was the hold which the old translation 
had on Christian men. (il) The translation @ malo must be 
viewed in the light of those passages of the New Testament in 
which the word is certainly masculine, and of those in which 
the use of an oblique case of malignus in some authorities sup- 
ports the masculine interpretation of the corresponding case of 
malus. 

To sum up, the evidence of the Latin Versions taken as a 
whole, and the decisive evidence of Tertullian and of Cyprian, 
whose interpretation is repeated by several Latin writers (see 
above, pp. 67 f., 137 n.) on whom probably the spell of Augustine’s 
influence had not rested, are the two sides of an arch which, 
meeting together and mutually strengthening each other, firmly 
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support the conclusion that the early Latin-speaking Christians 
held the last petition of the Lord’s Prayer to refer to Satan’, 


It remains to bring together in a brief statement the main re- 
sults of this lengthy discussion of different classes of evidence. 
The record of our Lord’s life and teaching in the Gospels gives 
what I cannot but think is a conclusive confirmation of the view 
that Christ taught His followers in the closing petition of the 
Prayer to ask for deliverance from Satan in his manifold enmity 
against man. The Apostolic teaching of the Epistles of the New 
Testament, the witness of writers of the early Church, several of 
whom happen to be typical writers, the choice of words in certain 
passages in two of the earliest versions of the New Testament, 
supply evidence which powerfully supports the verdict based on 
the testimony of the Gospels. Two passages, however, one from a 
Pauline Epistle (2 Tim. iv. 17 f.), the other from what is perhaps 
the earliest Christian document outside the New Testament (see 
above, pp. 119 ff., 126 f.), may be considered as ambiguous or even as 
adverse. The utmost however which can be said seems to be that 
_these two passages indicate that the neuter interpretation, which 


1 J have not the knowledge requisite for the discussion of the Egyptian Versions. 
On two points however I may briefly touch. (i) Canon Cook (A Second Letter p. 
44), so far as I can judge, makes good his contention, that the Memphitic version has 
in 1 Jn. v. 19 ‘lieth in evil (wickedness).’ Dionysius of Alexandria, as we have 
already seen (p. 140), gives the neuter interpretation of that passage. Should we 
not connect the interpretation given in the Memphitic version with that of 
Dionysius? In the same way the difficulties which Dionysius felt as to the 
Apocalypse may reflect the position which the Memphitic and Thebaic versions 
took as regards this Book (Bp Lightfoot in Scrivener’s Introduction p. 398, ed. 3). 
Anyhow the example of Dionysius shews that it is possible to affirm the neuter 
interpretation of 1 Jn. v, 19 and the masculine interpretation of Matt. vi. 18. The 
interpretation of the former passage in the Memphitic does not raise any presump- 
tion as to its interpretation of the latter. (ii) Canon Cook, claiming the Memphitic 
Version as a witness on his side, admits that there is some probability that the 
Thebaic Version is against him. He seeks however to break the force of this adverse 
evidence by the suggestion that the masculine rendering is due to the influence of 
Origen. The answer to this suggestion is two-fold. On the one hand it has been 
clearly shewn that the masculine interpretation is not the invention of Origen. 
On the other hand, in the one clause of the Prayer of which the genius of 
Origen did, as it seems, give currency to a new interpretation, both the Thebaic and 
Memphitic Versions embody an earlier and simpler interpretation (‘coming bread,’ 
‘bread of tomorrow’). 
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clearly is grammatically possible, was not absolutely unknown in 
early times. With these two exceptions the tenour of early evi- 
dence is one. In particular the consideration of the liturgical 
evidence, where many lines converge towards one point, leaves no 
doubt as to the way in which the last petition of the Prayer was 
interpreted in early times or rather, as I think the whole body of 
evidence clearly shews, continuously from the first, by the devotional 
instinct of the Christian Church. 


VIII. 


["Or coy éctin H BactAela Kai H AYNaMIC Kal H AdZa €ic TOYC 
ai@nac. “AmHN (Sr MatrHEw). | 


THAT the true text of St Matthew’s Gospel has no doxology 
at the close of the Lord’s Prayer cannot be considered doubtful. 
The authorities which add a doxology differ as to the exact form. ’ 
The theory, which finds an explanation of some of the problems 
connected with the Lord’s Prayer in an adaptation or expansion 
of the Prayer for liturgical use, has in regard to the doxology its 
most obvious application. Nowhere except in the petition for 
‘daily bread’ has early liturgical usage made so deep and lasting 
a mark on the Lord’s Prayer as in the addition of the doxology.~ 

A brief statement of some of the facts about the use of 
doxologies in the early Church may be useful. The complete 
discussion of the subject would require thorough knowledge of the 
liturgical forms of Jews and Christians alike. 

In 1 Chron. xxix. 10f. we have a point where liturgical 
streams which afterwards flowed widely apart are united. The 
passage runs thus in the LXX.: evAoynTos el, Kupie 6 Geos ‘Iopana, 
6 TWaTHp nov amo TOU ai@vos Kal Ews Tod aia@vos. av (so Cod. B; 
Cod. A ao’: Hebr. 1) Kupee, 7 meyadkwourn cai 4 Svvapyis Kat 
TO KaVYNLA Kal 7H viKn Kal H boxUs. 

Here side by side are two types of doxologies. The first 
_ doxology begins with the word ‘Blessed.’ Such a form occurs 
frequently in the Old Testament, especially in the Psalms. It is 
the essentially Hebraistic type. It is found in the New Testa- 
ment (Le. i. 68, 2 Cor. i. 3, xi. 31, Rom. i. 25, ix. 5, Eph. 1. 8, 
1 Pet. i. 3), and instances of its use in the worship of the Temple 
are given in Lightfoot’s Horae Hebraicae on Matt. vi. 13. It is 
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very common in Jewish Prayer Books. Its absence, so far as I 
know, in the liturgical portions of early Christian literature’ 
suggests that it had not so prominent a place in the formulas 
of the Hellenistic as in those of the Hebrew Synagogues. 

The second doxology is of the kind familiar to us in connexion 
with the Lord’s Prayer. Such passages in the Old Testament as 
Ps. xxvii. 1, xev. 7, ciii. 81, 1-Chron. xvi. 27 should be compared. 
This type of doxology is very common in the New Testament. 
Bp Westcott (Hebrews p. 464f.) has collected the passages and 
has brought out many points of interest in regard to them. Out- 
side the Apostolic writings, it is very frequently found, its exact 
form varying, in the liturgical portions of the Didaché, of Cle- 
ment’s Epistle, of the Martyrdom of Polycarp. The phenomena 
are all explained if we suppose that this liturgical usage passed 
over from the Synagogues of the Hellenistic Jews into those of 
the Christian ‘Brethren,’ ‘The evidence for this will, at least in 
part,.appear in the following discussion. 

In this form of doxology there are normally four-elements : 
(i) The reference to God—aoi, cod, avr@, @. (ii) The verb, which 
is always, I believe, in the indicative, éoriv, e.g. Didaché viii. 2, 
Clem. 58. The verb however is commonly omitted, always so in 
the simplest forms. (ii) That which is ascribed to God, ‘ glory,’ 
‘power.’ (iv) The description of eternity. 

Thus the simplest form is: 

(i) oot (9) 

[Gi) éoriv] 

(iii) 1 d0€a . 

(iv) els TOvs.alevas (TaY aidvay) (apynr). 

This form is found in Gal. 1.5, *Rom. xi. 86, 2 Tim. iv. 18, Hebr. 
xili, 21, Did. ix. *2, *3, x. *2, *4, Ep. Clem..38, 43, 45, 50, ‘the 
Ancient Homily’ 20 (where the simple formula avr@...sums up 
an elaborate preface t@ worm Oe@ aopaty x.7.r.), *Clem. Hom. (ed. 


1 Ign. Eph. 1 can hardly be considered an exception. It is however found in 
the Liturgies, e.g. ‘Clementine’ Liturgy (Hammond p. 16) dytos...ris dé6&ns adrod: 
evroynrds els Tovs alwvas’ au. Lit. of St James (Hammond p. 26, Swainson p. 218) 
ue9’ ob eddoynTos ef Kal dedozacpevos ody TY ravayly Kal dya0g Kal fworouwp cou mvet- 
part, viv xal ael cal els rovs aldvas. dujv. So in Lit. St Chrys. (Hammond p. 119, 
Swainson p. 136). Thus the ancient form was elaborated and Christianised. 
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Dressel p. 9). The passages marked with an asterisk have the 
simpler eis tovs aidvas. In all the passages except those in the 
Didaché aunv is added’. This last point is of itself sufficient to 
mark the formula as liturgical. | 

Each of the elements in this normal form admits of variation 
and elaboration. The variations in (iv) are not of great importance. 
In the Didaché the severely simple eis rovs aidvas is throughout 
adhered to. In Clement 64 we find cai viv xal eis wavtas Tous 
aidvas tov aidvev, in Mart. Polyc. 21 amo yeveds ets yeveav 
(cf. 14). Still more elaborate forms occur in Eph. ii. 21, Jude 25, 
2 Pet. iii. 18. 

The elaboration of (ili) gives rise to very various forms. When 
do€a stands alone it always has the article. When another word 
is added, usage varies, but the variations can be left out of 
account. In 1 Tim. vi. 16, 1 Pet. iv. 11 (comp. v. 11), Apoc. 1. 6 
(To) xpatos, in the Didaché (viii. 2, ix. 4, x. 5) 7 S¥vayus is added. 
Longer forms are found in Jude 25 (d0€a peyadkwovvn xpatos 
kal éEovaia), Apoc. v. 18, vii. 12 (9 evrAoyia cai 7 S0€a cal 7 
copia Kai 4 evyapiotia Kal 7 Tyun Kal n SUvapis Kal 7 toxUs), 
Clem. 64 (d0€a xai peyadoourn, xparos, tin, comp. 61, 65, Mart. 
Polyc. 20, 21). 

There is no variation in regard to (ii), unless the éyévero of 
Apoc. xii. 10 should be noticed in this connexion, until we turn to 
the Liturgies. Thus, to take a single example which will also 
illustrate the elaboration of later doxologies, in the Liturgy of St 
James (Hammond p. 48, Swainson p. 324 f.) we find the following 
form: gol ydp mpéret xal érodetAetar Tapa TavTwv yuav waca 
dofodoyia, TYn, MporKUynals, Kal evyaptoTia, Te Tatpl Kal TH 
ViO Kal TO ayim Tvevpatt, VV Kal dei, Kal Eis TOUS aidvas TaV 
ALWVOV. 

The variations in (i) have a special importance, for through 
them the ancient form, inherited, as I suppose, from the Jewish 
Synagogue, became Christianised. This new stamp was given to 
the doxology in one of three ways. (a) Sometimes the divine 
glory is ascribed to the Son. This is the case in 2 Tim. iv. 18, 
2 Pet. iii. 18, Apoc. i. 6, Mart. Polyc. 21.1, 4, and perhaps in Clem, 


1 But when the doxology of Did. ix. 3 reappears in Constit. Ap. vii. 25 and in 
Athan. de Virgin. 13, the aujy is added. 
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20,50. (b) Sometimes Christ is represented as the mediator (6: ov), 
as in Rom. xvi. 27', Jude 25, Didaché ix. 4, Clem. 58, 61, 64, 65, 
Mart. Polyc. 14 (the Martyr’s prayer), 20. (c) Sometimes the 
Three Persons of the Trinity are named. I do not think that 
this form occurs earlier than the prayer of Polycarp before his 
martyrdom, 8+ od cot atv avT@ Kal mvevpate dyiom 7 SdFa (14); 
so 22, 3 (@ 7 Se&a ovv tratpl Kal ayio mvevpare). 

In the controversies of the fourth century about the doctrine 
of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, the varying forms of doxology, 
which fall under the last head, were degraded into the watch- 
words of theological strife. For this stage of their history it must 
be sufficient to refer to the locus classicus in Hooker's Ecclesiastical 
Polity v. 42. 7 ff? 

The earliest doxologies, to pass to a subordinate matter, appear 
to begin with a personal pronoun (oi, cod), or with the relative 
(6). The insertion of drs (6Tt cod €or x.7.r.) is as old as the 
Didaché, where it is used to introduce the doxology at the close of 
two Eucharistic formulas (ix. 4, x. 5), and also at the end of the 
Lord’s Prayer (viii. 2). Though the form of the doxology at the 
end of the Lord’s Prayer varied, yet (so far as I have observed) it 
always commences with 6rc*. It may be added that, when the 
doxology came into use as a formula complete in itself, or, espe- 
cially in the Western Church, as the constant ending of the Psalms 
recited in worship (Bingham Antiquities Bk. xXIv. ch. 11), the 
first element of the normal form was eliminated altogether. This 
adaptation is probably to be traced back through the Gloria in 
Excelsis (Apost. Constit. vii. 47) to the Angelic Hymn (Le. ii. 14 
Sofa év vpiorous Oe@ x.7.r.). The grace after meat in Athan. 
de Virgin. 14, a tract which preserves very ancient forms, 
contains perhaps the oldest instance of this usage. It is as 
follows: éAenjuwv Kal oixtippwy 6 KUptos, Tpodny edwKe Tos 


1 Comp. the very remarkable form in Eph. iii. 21 (atrg 7 ddta & rp éxxdnola nal 
év Xptor@ ‘I noov). 

2 The familiar words of the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed (ro ody warpl xal vig... 
ovvdotatouevov) are of course a relic of this strife. 

3 Thus the doxology was taken in close connexion with the petition for de- 
liverance from Satan. Thus Chrysostom in loco: ovxovy el abrov éorw 4 Baorrela, 
ovddva Sedoxévar xpi, are ovdevos dvros Tov avOiorapévov, xal xpos avroy Thy apxny 
dave nopévou. 
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, > , Y A Cn A e , 
gofovpévars avtov: Sofa trarpi Kai vie Kat aylm mvevpars Kai 
VUV Kab Gél Kat Els TOUS al@vas. 


From the form of the doxologies we turn to the position which 
they occupy in early Christian writings, If we put aside the 
Apostolic Epistles, it is true to say that they are found with but 
few exceptions in a liturgical context. This becomes clear as to 
the prayer of Polycarp when the words which precede the doxology 
are quoted, ‘For this cause, yea and for all things, I praise Thee, 
I bless Thee, I glorify Thee, through the eternal and heavenly 
High Priest, Thy beloved Son, through Whom to Thee with Him 
and the Holy Spirit be glory both now [and ever] and for the 
ages to come. Amen.’ Here Bp Lightfoot draws attention to 
the close parallel between these words and the Gloria in Excelsis 
as given in Apost. Constit. vii. 47, and notes the liturgical 
complexion of the words which follow, avatréuyavros 5€ avtod To 
any (comp. e.g. Justin Martyr Apol. i. 65, 67). Polycarp in fact 
is represented as using when he came to die a form of prayer 
closely akin to that which he had often used as 0 mpoeotos, to 
quote Justin’s phrase, in the congregation. 

What Polycarp did in the hour of his fiery triumph, Clement 
does all through his letter. In the prayer at the close of the 
Epistle, in which two of the doxologies referred to above are 
found, ‘his language, says Bishop Lightfoot, ‘naturally runs into 
those antithetical forms and measured cadences which his minis- 
trations in the Church had rendered habitual with him.’ But 
this is not all. ‘The litany at the close 1s only the climax of the 
epistle, which may be regarded as one long psalm of praise and 
thanksgiving on the glories of nature and of grace’ (Bp Lightfoot 
Clement i. p. 386)". 

Even more instructive is the study of the doxologies in the 
Didaché. Here there are three forms of doxology. (a) The simple 
form coi 7 Sofa eis Tovs aidvas. This occurs in the thanksgiving 
over the cup (ix. 2), over the bread (To «Aacpa) (ix. 3), twice (x. 


1 Two points in detail may be noticed, (a) three doxologies occur in close con- 
nexion with the mention of the divine Name (43, 45, 64); (b) the parallel between 
ovTos...€ANdyimos Carat els Tov dpiOudy TGV gwtouevww did. "I. Xp., de ov x.7.d. (58, 860e Bp 
Lightfoot’s note) and Mart, Polyc. 14 (rod AaBetv we pépos év dpiOug Trav papripwr). 
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2, 4) in the Eucharistic formula after Communion (era ro 
éumAnoOnvat) The substantial identity of this form with that 
found in the Apostolic Epistles and in Clement has already been 
pointed out (p. 169). (6) The longest form in the Didaché (cod 
eat 1 do€a Kat 7 Sdvapts d1a ‘Inootd Xpictod eis Tovs aiwvas) 
occurs at the close of the remarkable prayer that the Church may 
be made one as the bread is one (ix. 4). (c) The intermediate 
form (cod éotw n Svvauss Kal 4 Sd€a eis ToOvs aiwvas) closes the 
second prayer for the gathering together of the Church’ (x. 5) and 
also the Lord’s Prayer (viii. 2). 

Regarding these passages together, we learn that the liturgical 
usage of the Christian Church, inherited no doubt from the 
Hellenistic Synagogues, was to close a prayer with a doxology. 
The passages in the Didaché and in the Martyrdom of Polycarp 
are obvious examples of this custom. A doxology ends the great 
prayer in Clement’s Epistle (59—61) and the prayer in c. 64. 
Hence the addition of a doxology to the Lord’s Prayer was the 
simple following out of the prevailing use. 

This conclusion is fully corroborated by the evidence sup- 
plied by the Didaché. Here the same doxology which closes 
the post-communion form of thanksgiving and intercession (x. 5) 
closes also the Lord’s Prayer (viii. 2). No testimony could be 
clearer or more to the point than this. It might further be 
suggested that the frequent connexion of a doxology with 
liturgical forms belonging to the Eucharistic Service of Holy 
Communion (Didaché, Clement, Prayer of Polycarp) points to the 
purpose of the addition of the doxology to the Lord’s Prayer, viz. 
the adaptation of the Prayer for use in that service’. 


1 The formula in c, x. may be said to contain in an embryo form what appeared 
in later liturgies as (a) the Great Intercession (e.g. Hammond p. 18); (b) the ex- 
pansion of the Lord’s Prayer (Preface, Embolismus; e.g. Hammond p. 47 f.); (c) the 
formula 7a ayia Tots arylos (el ris dyes ear, épxéoOw Did.; Hammond p. 21, where 
as in Did. the words woavva rq vig AaBléd have a place in the context). 

2 It should be noted however that in the Liturgy to which Cyril of Jerusalem 
witnesses (Catech. xxiii. 18) the Prayer closed with dyu#» without a doxology. It is 
remarkable that in two passages where St Paul seems to be referring to the last 
petition of the Lord’s Prayer (Gal. i. 4 f., 2 Tim. iv. 18 ff., see above, pp. 115, 119) he 
passes into a doxology, using the same form in both places. The immediate occasion 
of the thanksgiving no doubt is the thought of deliverance, general (Gal. i, 4) and 
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One point remains to be considered, the variation in the form 
of the doxology which is attached to the Lord’s Prayer in different 
authorities. The fact that such diversities exist of itself confirms 
the conclusion at which we have arrived. A consideration of 
some of these variations still further strengthens the position. 
We will confine our attention to the third element (iii) in the 
doxology, which is indeed its kernel. 

The Old Latin Cod. Bobiensis (k) has: quoniam est tibi virtus 
in saecula saeculorum. If virtus here represents 7 dv¥vayus, this 
form in which the simple 7 dvvayss takes the place of the simple 
7 So£a is, so far as I know, unique. The simple ro xparos (Vulg. 
imperium) is found in 1 Pet. v. 11. ; 

The Thebaic Version has: quoniam tuum est robur et potentia 
in aevum aevi. Here also, if the Greek text represented is 7 
Suvapis kal 4 icyvs (Dr Hort, Introduction, Notes on Select 
Readings p. 8), we have a unique form. 7 toyus however has a 
place in 1 Chron. xxix. 11; combined with a preceding 1 Svvapus 
it ends the long series in Apoc. vil. 12. This may be considered 
sufficient evidence for the supposition that this form was current 
in the worship of the Hellenistic Synagogues. Gregory of Nyssa 
(Migne P. G. 44, p. 1193) ends his exposition of the Lord’s Prayer 
thus, amd tod movnpod Tod év TS KOT TOUT THY LaxXUY KEKTN- 
peévou, 00 pucBeinuey yapiTe TOD yYpioToOd, OTL avT@ yn SUvapmis Kal 
n Sofa dua Te Tatpl Kal TO ayiw mvevmate viv Kal ael Kal eis 
TOUS aidvas THY aiwvwv' aunv. The passage is a good illustration 
of the combination of elaboration and conservatism which 1s 
an important element in liturgical history. The kernel of the 
doxology (7 dvvapis nat 7 Sofa) is identical with that of the 
doxology which ends the Lord’s Prayer in the Didaché (viii. 2, 
x. 5). 

The Old Syriac, which presupposes a Greek text 7 Bactrcla 
xat 7 So€a, is, so far as I know, the earliest form in which ‘the 
kingdom’ has a place. It would appear probable in view of such 
passages as Ps. cxliv. 11 (d0fav rhs Bacideias cov éepovow), 12 
that this doxology is an independent form. However this may be, 
it is remarkable that 7 Baowdela does not occur in the doxologies 


personal (2 Tim. iv. 18). But if the doxology was already in use at the end of the 
Lord’s Prayer (cf. 1 Cor. xiv. 16), devotional habit may have prompted the addition. 
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with which we have at present dealt. The nearest approach to it 
is in the doxology with which Clement ends his letter, dd£a, ren, 
Kpatos Kal peyadwourn, Opovos aiwvos' (so Mart. Polyc. 21). 
The extraordinary richness in this respect of the Apocalypse 
supplies a doxological form containing the word, dpre éyévero 1) 
cwTnpia Kal 7 Svvauis Kat 7 Bacirela tod Oeod nuav Kal 7 
eEovcia tod ypiorov avrov (xii. 10, comp. xi. 15, 17). This 
passage, taken in connexion with the fact that the Hebrew of 


1 Chron. xxix. 11 is ssbppn ne 4°, which is represented in 


some forms of the LXx. by cot, Kupse, 7 Bactreia (see Field 
Hexapla, in loco), tends to shew that a form of doxology with a 
reference to ‘the kingdom’ may have been current among the 
Jews’; the combination of authorities—the Hebrew text of the 
Old Testament, the Apocalypse, the Old Syriac—suggests that the 
form was Hebrew rather than Hellenistic. 

The doxology, which closes the Lord’s Prayer in the familiar 
English use*, and which may be a conflation of the form just 
noticed (7 Bactreia xal 4 S0€a) and the form witnessed to by 
the Didaché (n Svvaues xai 7 do€a), is first, I believe, found in 
the Apost. Constit. 11. 18, vii. 24° It occurs in Chrysostom’s 
Commentary on St Matthew (vii. 253D), at the close of the 
Embolismus in the Liturgy of St James (Hammond p. 48, 
Swainson p. 309) and in other Liturgies, e.g. in the Anaphora of 
St Basil (Hammond p. 126, Swainson p. 167), though in the 
Liturgies a reference to the Holy Trinity and a more elaborate 
description of eternity are added. The fact that it gained a place 
in the ‘Syrian’ text explains its almost undisputed supremacy in 
later times. 

If the further question is asked why copyists and translators 
and commentators add a doxology to the longer form of the Prayer 
found in St Matthew’s Gospel, the answer is not far to seek, and it 


1 Ps. xliv. 7 6 Opdvos cou, 6 Oeos, eis alava alévos. Comp. Hebrews i. 8f. 

2 Comp. Dan. vii. 14 xal adry €560n 4 dpxn Kai Tysn Kal 7 Bacdrela (Theod. ; so 
Chald.); xat £5667 avrg étovala xal rim Baothixy (LXx.). 

8 It is worth notice that while the A.V. has the kingdom and the power and the 
glory, the rendering in the Prayer Book has the kingdom, the power, and the glory. 

4 I refer to Lagarde’s text. The Editio princeps (see Lagarde’s Preface p. iv.) 
in the latter place has simply 7 Bact\ela. 
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supplies one more confirmation of the theory that the doxology is 
a liturgical accretion. At least when the period of purely oral 
transmission was over and the Gospel of St Matthew and that of 
St Luke were in general circulation and were seen to present two 
different forms of the Prayer, a longer and a shorter, the natural 
desire for fulness and completeness would ensure the longer form 
as given by St Matthew being employed in the public Prayers of 
the Church and being as time went on embodied in the Liturgies. 
Thus to this longer form the doxology would become regularly 
attached. This obvious conjecture as to the earliest devotional 
usage of the Church is confirmed by the evidence of the Didaché. 
Thus even from sub-Apostolic days liturgical custom would 
suggest the interpolation of a doxology in St Matthew’s Gospel 
alone. 

To sum up, the evidence which we have considered seems to 
shew that several different forms of doxology, ultimately to be 
traced to the Old Testament, were in common use in the earliest 
years of the Church’s life; that the public prayers, especially those 
of the Eucharistic Service, generally concluded with one or other of 
these doxologies; that from the first the Lord’s Prayer, like other 
prayers, had attached to it now one doxology, now another ; that, 
as the Didaché in particular seems to suggest, the Lord’s Prayer 
was in this way frequently adapted for use at the Service of Holy 
Communion ; finally that one form of doxology, which appears to 
be a conflation of two distinct forms, was added to the Prayer in 
the ‘Syrian’ text of St Matthew’s Gospel and so has remained the 
common conclusion of the Prayer since the fourth century. 
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79, 119 ff., 173 n. 

Ta OeXuara, 39 


Vienne and Lyons, Letter of, 100, 132 
Vulgate MSS.; glosses in Lord’s Prayer, 
23 n., 65; rendering of rovnpds, 159 ff. 


Ways, the Two; compared with ‘the 
Two Impulses,’ 102 

Westcott, Bp, 1 n., 49n., 97 n., 157 f., 
169 

Wisdom, Book of; ii. 23 f., 87 

Wordsworth, Bp J., 64, 158 


Yetser ha Ra, 89, 101 ff. 
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THE MSS. OF ORIGEN’S COMMENTARIES ON S. JOHN. 


OF the extant manuscripts of the Commentaries on S. John, 
three only have been used by the editors. So far as I have been 
able to discover, there are seven in existence. If we count Thorn- 
dike’s transcription of the Bodleian Manuscript, there are eight. 
The existence of a ninth is doubtful, but this question will be 
more easily discussed later on. The three which seem to have 
been used by the editors are at Paris, Rome and Oxford. The 
similarity of the text contained in them and the fact that they all 
contained many common lacunae, pointed to their derivation from 
a near common ancestor. The following pages are an attempt to 
shew that this ancestor still exists, though unfortunately in a bad 
state of preservation, in the Library at Munich. 

The Manuscripts are as follows :— 

I. Codex Monacensis. In the Munich State Library, Graec. 
CxcI; thus described in the Catalogue, “ Bombycinus charta obso- 
—leta et laesa atramento flavescente literis minutis et elegantibus 
frequenti abbreviatione in folio, ff. 305, saec. x11. foliorum ordine 
turbato male conservatus et inscriptus dvd. p18’, Origenis Comm. 
in Matt. et Jn.” 

Of the Commentaries on S. John it contains Bks, 1. 2. 6. 10. 
13. 19. 20. 28. 32 (33 according to Hardt’s Catalogue, but this is 
an error). Thus the MS. follows the true division of the Books, 
The Ferrarian division (that invented or adopted by Ambrosius 
Ferrarius in his translation) into 32 books is added in the margin 
by a later hand. 

Minuscules are used, hanging from ruled lines, there being one 
column of 30 lines on each page, in the Commentaries on 8S. John. 

B. 1 
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The Commentaries on S. Matthew are in another hand and contain 
36 lines on a page. In both red semi-capitals are often used at 
the beginning of sentences, but not uniformly. The MS. is stained 
at the top and bottom, and worm-eaten in many places, The order 
of the folios in S. Matthew is much confused, and one or two pages 
are wanting. 

The title-page of the MS. has the following description : 

“Origenis in D. Matt. Ev. tomus 11 init. mut. 12. 13. 14, 15. 
16. et in evang. Johann. tom. 1. 2. 6. 9. 18. 19. 20. 32.” 

In the middle of the page are the arms, below which is written : 

“Ex electorali Bibliotheca sereniss, utriusque Bavariae Ducum.” 

This description is inaccurate. Most of Bk. x. of the Comm. 
in Matt. is there, and also Bk. xvit. And with regard to the 
Comm. in Joann. 9 is a mistake for 10, and 28 should have been 
inserted. 

Huet mentions a MS. of the Commentaries on S. Matthew in 
his Origeniana Il. 111.12. “In Catalogo librorum ducis Bavariae 
notatur Tomus Undecimus initio quoque mutilus cum proxime 
sequentibus quinque.” And as to the Commentaries on S. John he 
was again misinformed. ‘“ Eosdem (i.e. 1. 2. 6. 10. 18. 19. 20. 28. 
32) complectitur Tomos praeter decimum et vigesimum octavum 
memoratus liber in bibliothecae Bavaricae Catalogo” (III. 111. 14). 
The 10th and the 28th books are contained, as well as the rest, in 
the Manuscript. The Catalogue which he used must have had 
the same mistakes which occur on the title-page of the MS. 

The Commentaries on 8. John are preceded by a short preface 
stating that in the archetype of the MS. were several marginal 
notes drawing attention to Origen’s blasphemies, which, the scribe 
says, he has copied as he found them. 

II. Codex Venetus. In the Bibliotheca Marciana at Venice, 
Graec. 32. The title as given in the MS. itself is 

+ wpiyévous éEnynots eis TO Kata MarOaiov nat Kat’ eee 
KTH La Bnocapiwvos Kaponvanr. Trav Took. 

The MS. is dated 1374. It is written in minuscules hanging 
from ruled lines, with one column of 36 lines on a page, and about 
60 letters in each line. It consists of ff. 330 of which ff. 1—117 
contain the Comm. in Matt. Bks. 10—17 (inclusive). F. 118 con- 
tains a preface on Origen’s blasphemy, beginning 7rodA ov ey and 
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ending kal avO.is dyopeba. This preface has nothing to do with 
the preface in the Munich Codex concerning the marginal notes in 
its ancestor. The words rod Bacidéws at the head of this preface 
point probably to some connexion with Constantinople. Ff. 112 
(recto)—294 (verso) contain the Commentaries on 8. John. So 
far the folios are numbered. The remainder, to 330, are left blank 
and unnumbered. 

This MS. was used by Ambrosius Ferrarius, who in A.D. 1551 
translated the Commentaries on S. John into Latin. They are 
divided in the MS. into 32 books. “A callido librario in Tomos 
triginta duos distributus fuit, hac arte lacunas et hiatus celare, et 
apud incautos dissimulare, et pro integro venditare volente,’ says 
Huet. The fraud is sufficiently patent; if conviction were necessary, 
we have only to look at the fragments quoted as from the fourth 
and fifth books of the Commentaries in the Philocalia. The diver- 
gences between the text of this MS. and Ferrarius’s translation are 
not more than can be accounted for by the loose and paraphrastic 
character of translations of that time, or by the necessity of original 
composition to which he was sometimes reduced in consequence of 
his inability to understand the. Greek, which is in some places too 
corrupt for conjecture. 

At the end of the MS. the following note has been added: 


“Fuit copiatus per Georgium Triphon'™ di 
Maluasiae et finitto ad X Ottobr. 1555.” 


To this we shall have occasion to refer when we are dealing 
with the seventh manuscript. The same scribe is known to have 
been working at Venice also in 1548 (see Gardthausen, Grvechische 
Palaeographie, p. 322). 

III. Codex Regius. Graec. CDLV. in the Bibliothéque Natio- 
nale at Paris; thus described in the manuscript itself: 

+ 'Opiyévous tév eis TO Kata "Iwavynv evayyértov éEnyntina 
TojLot AE’. 

+ tod avtod eis TO Kata MarOatov Tomor € azo tod Sexarov 
TOmov avev apyns dvTos péexpe TOD 66%. 

Codex Chartac. XVI. saec. scriptum quo continentur Origenis 
commentaria in Johannem et Matthaeum quae primus in lucem 
protulit Daniel Huetius. 


1—2 
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In the early parts of the Commentaries on S. Matthew the 
folios are in wrong order and there are large lacunae. The Codex 
is written in minuscules hanging from ruled lines. This was the 
MS. on which Huet based his text, though his text is not identical 
with that of the MS., as Delarue seems often to have assumed. It 
was used by Perionius in his translation of the Commentaries on 
S. John. 

IV. Codex Bodleianus. Misc. 58: used by Delarue. This 
MS. is described in the Bodleian Catalogue as being of the 17th 
Century. Its resemblance to II. is very close. It is now bound 
in three volumes of which the first contains ff. 183, the second 
183, and the third 182. It contains only the Commentaries on 
S. John. In the margin it has two sets of emendations. The first 
are introduced by the word raya and are for the most part based 
on Ferrarius’s Latin Version. The second, which are distinguished 
by the word tows, are later and inferior. In the copy of Huet 
belonging to the Library of Trinity College, Cambridge, Bentley 
has noted in the margin a great many readings from this MS., 
though apparently he did not make a full collation’. 

V. Codex Barberinus I. In the Barberini Library at Rome ; 
of the 15th or 16th Century, in the opinion of the Librarian, 
M. l’Abbé Pieralisi. It contains the Commentaries on S. Matthew 
(beginning at Book xX. tore adeis rods dyAovs, and ending ém- 
atpérat mpos avrov, Bk. XVII.) and the Commentaries on S. John, 
divided into 32 Books. It is bound up with a MS. (in the same 
hand, I think) of Philo Ilepi rod Biou Macéws. 

VI. Codex Barberinus II, Of the same date as the preceding. 
It contains the Commentaries on S. Matthew and S. John, but 
the former begin with the words tive 6@ Adprovaw ev Tots vrro- 
Seeorépous, and there is no trace of a folio having been lost. This, 
as will be seen later on, is almost conclusive proof as to its origin. 

VII. Codex Matritensis. In the Biblioteca Nacional at Madrid. 
This MS. I have not myself seen, and I am indebted to my friend 
Mr W. Gilchrist Clark of King’s College, Cambridge, for the 
following information. It is numbered O. 32. It 1s a folio MS. 
written on paper, containing ff. 306, with 30 lines on a page, and 


1 He writes at the beginning of Huet’s text “Collatus ad Cod, Mstum. Chartaceum 
ab Italo (ut videtur) scriptum in Bibliotheca Bodleiana Oxonii Num. E. 2. 6, 7, 8.” 
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about 40 letters in a line. It contains the preface which is found 
in Codex Venetus, headed by the words + tod Bactdéws +, 
beginning on the 2nd recto woAAdv Tov Wpuyévny aipeTiKov 
UTapxew Wdicapévov, and ending on the 2nd verso cal avs 
dyrwueba. The Commentaries begin on the 3rd recto with the 
title Wpiyévous Trav eis Td Kata “Iwavyny evayyédov eEnyntixar 
Tonos mpwros. It is divided into 32 books and is dated at the 
end: &dve év pnvi avyovorou kx. 


After this follows the name of the scribe in cryptograph. 


t+ KOA»AP a ACOs Wo wv AxGGv: 
AOR: 
That is to say apd Tewpyig to Tpvdep: 
eypagn. 

The cryptograph used is the common one in which the scribe 
takes the Greek alphabet with the three letters F,G, and 4, thus 
getting 27 letters. These he divides into 3 parts of 9 letters 
each, and substitutes the first for the last, the 2nd for the last but 
one, and so on, in each group. Thus the middle letters of each 9 
are unchanged, viz. ¢, v, and ¢. It will thus be seen that the 
colophon exactly tallies with the note at the end of Codex Venetus, 
in date (1555) and name. 

It may be as well to notice here, on account of its connexion 
in origin with the foregoing, a MS. of the Commentaries on S. 
Matthew, numbered O. 47. It is a folio, written on paper and 
containing ff. 226; it is in the same hand as O. 32 and a MS. of 
the Contra Celsum in the same Library. It contains the Com- 
mentaries on S. Matthew, beginning at the 10th (with the words 
ToTe adels Tovs GyAous) and ending at the 27th (émrotpéwrae pds 
avtov). 

The MS. is dated ave. oxrwB8piov f'. and signed &€ 46g8° 
KO 70> Sea ACGa Wb Axdov. After this it has on f. 225 the preface 
on Origen’s blasphemies, with the same heading + rod Bacidéws + 
as in O. 32. The scribe has thus copied this passage twice, at the 
end of S. Matthew and again at the beginning of S. John. 


1 The 6 must be a mistake for G which would represent «. 
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VIII. The transcription of Codex Bodleianus (IV.) made by 
Herbert Thorndike needs no further description. It is now in the 
Library of Trinity College, Cambridge (numbered B. 9.11). It is 
not without value however, as the writer has inserted several con- 
jectural emendations in the margin, and there are also three pages’ 
of critical notes at the beginning. 

IX. The existence of a ninth MS. is doubtful. In Miller’s 
Catalogue of the Escurial Library, pp. 305 ff,, is given a list, found in 
one of the Escurial MSS. (x. 1. 15), of the Greek Manuscripts which 
belonged to Cardinal Sirlet’s Library, and passed into the posses- 
sion of Cardinal Ottoboni (Alexander VIII.). Subsequently Bene- 
dict XIV. is said to have placed them in the Vatican. Among 
these is a MS. containing Origen’s Commentaries on S. Matthew 
and S. John, and Philo Ilept rod Biov rod Macéus, epi rod Biov 
moitixov (Joseph), and Ilepi vouwy aypadov (Abraham). In 
the Catalogue of the Ottobonian part of the Vatican Library, 
which has not yet been published, but exists in manuscript in the 
Vatican, I could find no trace of it. But the description answers 
very nearly to the MS. now in the Barberini, which I have num- 
bered V. Is it possible that this MS. passed from the hands of 
any of its former owners into the possession of the Barberini? If 
not, we must suppose that this MS. has been lost, unless indeed 
the MS. Catalogue of the Ottobonian Manuscripts is incomplete. 
Delarue constantly refers to a ‘Codex Barberinus, and generally 
the readings he quotes from it would seem to be taken from No. V; 
but his citations are not always accurate. The existence of two 
manuscripts in the Barberini does not seem to have been known 
to any one. | 

The relations of these MSS. to one another must now be con- 
sidered. For the sake of clearness I subjoin a diagram shewing 
what I conceive their relations to be. After this I propose to 
consider the relations (1) of the Munich Codex to those MSS. 
which seem to be directly copied from it, (2) of the Venice Codex 
to those which are, I believe, its descendants, and (3) of the 
Venice to the Munich MS. 

1. (a) Let us then consider first the relation of the Paris 
Codex to that at Munich. The contents of the two are practically 
the same, so far as concerns the subject of our present enquiry. 


THE MSS. OF ORIGEN’S COMMENTARIES ON S. JOHN. 7 


(i) As pointed out above, the statement that the Cod. Monac. 
contains of the Comm. in Matt. Books x1. (mutilated) to xvi. is 
incorrect. It contains also most of Book x., and Book xvu. The 


SAEC. 


AMT Monac. (TI) 


XIV 
Ven. (IT) 
[ 


XV 
XVI ~~ ---— 
Reg. (III) Barb.(VI) Bard. (V) Matrit. (VIL) 
XVII 
Bodl. (IV) 


mistake as to the latter point has arisen from the fact that Books 
XVI. and XVII. are not divided as the other books are. But the 
last words contained in this part of the MS. are ériotpéyrac pos 
avrov, the ending of Book xvil.; and a calculation of pages easily 
shews that both Books xvI. and XVII. are contained in the MS., for 
Book xv. begins on f. 62, Book xvi. on f. 77, and the Comm. in 
Matt. end on f. 110. Thus while Book xv. takes only ff. 15, what 
is called Book xvi. takes 33, though in Lommatzsch’s edition 
Books Xv. and XVI. cover very nearly the same number of pages 
each. In the Comm. in Joann. there is no difference of contents. 

(ii) The first words which occur in the Cod. Monac. are rive 88 
Aadprpovatw év Tois virodeecrépots which occur towards the end of 
Book x. chap. 3 (Lomm. 11. p. 15). In the Paris MS. the leaves 
are not in right order, but the first words which occur (they are 
on f, 255) are maw opoia dori x.7.d. (Mt. xiii. 44) which begin 
chap. 4 of Book x. Thus the scribe seems to have begun his MS. 
with the first whole chapter contained in his exemplar. If then 
this MS. is copied from the Munich MS., the latter must already 
have lost its first leaf in the 16th century. 
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More direct proofs of copying are not wanting. 

Lomm. 1. p. 118, 1. 22. Cod. Monac. has rapapepv...c€ the 
intervening space being worm-eaten, Cod. Reg. has mapapmep.. cat 
leaving space for about four letters. 

p. 152,1.15. Cod. Monac. reads ov@év, but the Oév is hidden 
by a piece of parchment fastened on over it. Reg. omits the 
word leaving a space for three letters. 


é vlos 

p. 177, 1. 5. Cod. Monac. has povoyevns Oo, the 6 vids being 
an interlinear insertion by a later hand. Cod. Reg. has 6 povo- 
yevns vids eds all in the text. 

p. 272, 1.6. In the Munich Codex the words avrodb 7 dwapria 
are almost illegible, either because the scribe turned over the page 
before it was dry, or owing to the subsequent effect of damp on 
the manuscript. The blot appears on the opposite leaf. Cod. Reg. 
omits the words, 7 

Lomm. It. p. 108, lL. 9. -pouv ovdev pév-. In Cod. Mon. these 
letters are obliterated. Cod. Reg. omits the same letters, leaving 
space for them. 

p. 108, 1. 11. «epi érépwy. The same phenomenon occurs 
here with regard to the letters mept érep. 

p. 117, L 1. elcerOetv. Cod. Reg. omits the word. In Cod. 
Monac. the letters oeX are almost obliterated. | 

p. 127, 1.15. onpaiver yap 76 ev Tovodrov. Here again we 
have an indication. Both manuscripts erroneously repeat the 
letters waives yap To. 

The proof may be completed by two passages from the text of 
the Commentaries on S. Matthew; Book x1. chap. ix. 

Lomm. Il. p. 91, 1.10. e% tes odv. The ef tis is stained and 
indistinct in Cod. Mon. Cod. Reg. omits the words, leaving a space. 

1.11. wevnrov. The first four letters are hardly legible in 
Cod. Mon. In Cod. Reg. we find a space for four letters followed 
by Trav. 

The divergences of the two MSS. are numerous but not im- 
portant. Most of them are due to ordinary transcriptional 
blunders. The rest may be explained by the supposition that 
the scribe of the Paris MS. was more than usually careless and 
ignorant. 
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I subjoin a list of their divergences (other than mere itacisms and cases of 
the addition or omission of » épeAxvorixov) which occur in the first 30 pages 
of Tom. x111. of the Comm. in Joann. (Lommatzsch’s edition). 


Monacensis 


P. 1, Title roy 
21.10 +d tay 


3, 
4, 


26, 


14 éva 
3 AcBnrav 


Regius 


4a 
TO 
Cov 
ow 
€v 
Aevirov 


[M generally has the old form of 8 i.e. ‘x’] 


5 arexrewa 


13 poons 
18 srepi 
10 opotay 


11 ro’ és ay 

18 ta vonpara 

11 SeaAdXerar 
8 8€ res ef 


amokretvat 
povons 
Tapa 
Opocoy 

os ay 
vornpara 
duaAAnras 
omit 


[both om. the clause ryy dicacoovyvny—ei ris] 


15 capapeire 
6 move 
15 dupa 
3 Tov Koopov 
20 dxovwy 
22 rou mvevmaros 
16 rept ro 
17 @ éroy 
14 ras 
23 mapariOeiray 
24 SteAeyyOnvac 
5  drovoy 
8 ra Opeppara 
26 -ywwopevn 
1 é€ye 
18 dépywpar 
24 ‘Hpaxrkeou 
4 9 Tk? 
1 xaradecpOevras 
16 "Iocayap 
4 codAopovos 


11 capapevs 
17 évOadeparevpa 
22 épyera 


7 Odvovras 
5 3? dyvocay 


capapeirids 
qe 

diary 

omit 

dxovw 
TVEUPLATOS 
Tepe TOU 

@s Tov 

TOS 
mapareGeioay 
SceAey Ova 
drovos 

om. ra 
yevouevy 
€xeu 
dtépyopat 
“HpakAéwy 
TVLKN 
xaradepOévros 
"Ioayap 
gwoAopo@vros 
capapeis 
évOade iepareupa 
epxer Oar 
POdvorra 


Ocavovay 
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Monacensis Regius 
26, 14 : mept 
27, 6 é& hy 
8 ¢ as 
9 ‘IepoooAupa bis 
10 ¢ omit 
11 éOvixot of €buxot 
12 om. @ ins. @ 
23 nai Oerorepov omit 
28, 11 mpoamrodedoxaperv mpowatrodedwKapey 
voeia Oe vono Oat 
29, 6 of Iovdator "Tovdaior 
30, 2 aber as xadeXety ds 
6 dyyéAXots dyyéAots 
10 de de 


(b) Codex Barberinus II. (V1). I can only speak from slight 
knowledge of this MS. The Barberini Library was closed during 
Vacation when I was in Rome in October, 1888, and it was only 
through the great kindness of the Librarian that I was allowed to 
work for two hours at the manuscripts which it contains. But I 
was fortunately able to obtain sufficient evidence to determine 
their relative places in the groups almost with certainty. 

The first words of the Comm. in Matt. which this MS. contains 
are tive Sé Aaurpovow. As these are the first words contained in 
Cod. Monac., though they occur towards the end of a chapter and 
paragraph in the Commentaries, this is in itself almost conclusive 
proof of the origin of the MS. For, as has been stated above, 
Cod. Monac. has lost a leaf at the outset. The Barberini MS. also 
contains the true division of the Comm. in Joann. in red. The 
‘Ferrarian’ divisions have been added in the margin, but are in 
_ the hand of the original scribe. It has also many, at any rate, of 
the same warnings against Origen’s blasphemies, which are con- 
tained in Cod. Monac., as for instance 

Lomm. I. p. 96 (opposite vaepeyoyevos vio Tov Tav Srov 
Geod «.7.d.) Hrvapeis tcos Oeds yap 6 vids TO trarpi. 

p. 108 (opposite ve tod Kpetrrovos...mapda tov AOyov) Spa 
dedye Braoghnmel yap. 

The following readings, when contrasted with the correspond- 
ing variants of the Venice group, point to the same conclusion 
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I have designated Codex Monacensis as M, Codex Regius as P, 
Codex Barberinus as R. 

Lorom. IL. p. 6, 1. 1 éerumov PMR. 

p. 13, 1. 16 mept ro MR. 

p. 13, 1.17 @ érov MR. 

p. 14, 1. 1 évdeeva rots PMR. 

. 60, 1. 12 Aéyovtras MR. éeyovras P. 

p. 60, 1. 13 drrondscBeioars PMR. 

p. 108, 1. 9 -wou ovdev pev- om. PR. 

(In M the words are worm-eaten.) 

p. 108, 1. 11 wept érépwv om. R. 

... op P. 

(In M the letters rept érep are damaged.) 

p. 132 M has the following marginal note: cal pny nai ra 
Tépata yupis THY onuelwy epntat ws ev TH dH TH peTa THY 
SidBaow THs épvOpds avateleion TH Dep Oavpactes yap dyolv 
évddEws Trowmy Tépara. 

(I have printed the contracted words in full.) R has the same 
note exactly: P has it, but has made two mistakes in copying, read- 
ing Oavyaota for Pavpacros and omitting @87 Ti. 

p. 73, 1. 1 M has ax...ovra, the intervening letters being 
damaged. 

R reads ax...ovra, leaving a space corresponding to the dots. 

P has hazarded a conjecture, and a very unfortunate one. 

The only divergences from the Munich MS. which I was able 
to notice were 

Lomm. U1. p. 187, 1. 9 M SsapOopas. R ScapGopav. 

p. 137, 1.15. The erroneous repetition of waives yap ro found 
in M (and copied by P) is not followed by R. 

p. 291,113 MP «aré. R «aréBn. 

Thus Codex Barberinus must be copied either from Codex 
Monacensis or from a copy of that MS. The passages quoted 
prove conclusively that it 1s not a copy of Codex Regius. There 
are several omissions, with corresponding spaces left blank, in this 
MS. which do not occur in Cod. Regius. These, I imagine, are 
attributable to the worm-eaten and stained condition of Cod. 
Monacensis, and tend to shew that Cod. Regius must have been 
copied early in the 16th century, Cod. Barberinus late in the 


ao) 
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same century, and that Cod. Monac., wherever it was (I was unable 
to obtain any information as to its history at Munich), was neg- 
lected during this period. 


2. (a) The relation of the Bodleian MS. to that at Venice is 
not hard to determine. Their divergences are very slight, being 
for the most part ordinary transcriptional blunders or corrections, 
and even of these there is only a very small number. The rest 
may be explained by the fact that the scribe of the Bodleian MS. 
knew Greek. Direct proofs of copying are afforded in some 
places. 

Lomm. I. p. 117, 1. 12 (in the first fragment of Heracleon). 
After the word Ovadevrivouv space is left for about nine letters. 
The same lacuna occurs in Codex Venetus, but in it there has been 
an erasure. 

Lomm. 1. p. 7, 1. 2. After evxcvyrm there has been an 
erasure in Cod. Ven. A corresponding lacuna is left in Cod. 
Bodl. 


wryis 
Lomm. I. p. 53,1. 7. Codex Venetus reads apyis (sic). Cod. 
Bodl. has wnyiis apy7s. 


(b) I was not able to notice any divergence of Codex Bar- 
berinus I. (V) from the Venice MS. except that in the passage 
mentioned above it leaves no space after OvaXevtivov, from which 
of course no conclusion can be drawn. The fact that the Com- 
mentaries on S. Matthew begin at the beginning of the 10th Book 
(rore adels Tovs dyXovs), considered in connexion with the date 
of the MS. (saec. XV. or XVI.), proves that it belongs to the Venice 
as opposed to the Munich group, and the division into 32 books 
points to the same conclusion. The following readings tend to 
prove the identity of its text with that of Codex Venetus. 

Lomm. I. p. 117, L. 16 d:adépovra yap dyoi Ven. Bar. 

IL. p. 9, 1. 20 €@y Ven. Bar. 

p. 13, 1. 16 rapa ro Ven. Bar. 

(Codex Bodlevanus has trapa tod.) 

p. 14, L. 1 év Suvatois Ven. Bar. 

p. 122, 1. 1 e Ven. Bar. 

p. 122, 1. 9 rovs évdedupevous Ven. Bar. 
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p. 376, |. 4 tpraxdotrou mpwrov Ven. Bar. 

p. 376, 1. 6 tpraxcor@ Sevtépm Ven. Bar. 

(Ven. has notes in the margin stating that its exemplar read 
28th and 29th.) 

Lomm. 1. p. 73, 1. 1, lacuna (room for 5 letters) before dyra 
Ven. Bar., see above, p. 11. 


(c) The correspondence. of the cryptograph in the MS. at 
Madrid with the note at the end of Codex Venetus is sufficient 
proof of the origin of the former. And with this the information 
which I have received as to the text agrees. The lacunae in the 
text (Lommatzsch I. pp. 11, 14, 18, 36, 41, 43), which occur in the 
Cod. Venetus and which will be discussed more fully in the next 
section, are also found here. And in the case of p. 41, the sug- 
gestion found in Cod. Ven. in the margin (olua trapacyety rv 
Urapkw Kal Thy TAaGLW Kal Ta EfSn) is put in the margin also in 
the Madrid MS. See also 1. 28, Lomm., p. 44, 1. 7 Oaupafecv thy 
aBedtnpiay tev todAdav. The word aSerrnpiav is omitted in 
Codex Monacensis, and also in Codex Venetus, but in the latter it is 
added in the margin. In Cod. Matritensis it is also added in the 
margin. 

It can easily be shewn that O. 47 is copied from the 1st part of 
the Venice MS. which contains the Commentaries on 8S. Matthew. 
Thus the colophons at Madrid exactly agree with the note in the 
Venice MS., except that the latter has October 10 instead of 
October 2. As we can hardly imagine that the preface (zroAA@v 
tov ‘OQpuyévnv x«.t.r.) took 8 days to copy—it occurs in O. 47 
after the colophon—we must leave this discrepancy unexplained. 


3. Thus there seems to be no reasonable doubt as to the 
derivation of all the other manuscripts from Cod. Monacensis and 
Codex Venetus. The more extensive divergences of these two at 
first led me to suppose them to be independent of each other, but 
a closer examination disclosed convincing proof of the dependence 
of the latter on the former. Their divergences give us only too 
clear an insight into the freedom with which the text of an 
exemplar was handled, at any rate in the 14th century. An ex- 
amination of the Contra Celsum manuscripts affords, I believe, an 
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instructive parallel’. The relation of Cod. Ven. to Cod. Monac. 
remains to be considered in detail. Several lacunae caused in 
Cod. Monac. by damage done to the MS. by water, or in other 
ways, are matched in Cod. Ven. by corresponding places left 
blank by the scribe. These lacunae occur almost entirely in 
the first book. The chief instances are the following: 

Bk. 1. c. 4(Lomm. p. 11) L. and Delarue read ypadévra nat 
kat’ é€ovaiav, ov pny TO eiduxpeves TOV ex Oelas erumvolas Oyo. 
After ypadévra Cod. Monac. is illegible until the word eiArxpevés, 
but between é£ovciay and ov pny there must have been at least 17 
more letters, of which some near the end were I think avrocroNk. 
Cod. Ven. leaves space between these two words for about 25 
letters. 

Bk. 1. c. 6 (Lomm. p. 14) rédXos avtod mapa te "Ilwavyn. 
These words are nearly illegible in Cod. Monac., but there must 
have been about 14 more letters, and Cod. Ven. leaves space for 
15 more letters after "Iwdavyn. 

On the same page eipnxos......dudacxecy is similarly stained in 
Cod. Monac., and Cod. Ven. omits the passage, except the word 
eipnxws, leaving a space. 

Bk. 1. c. 8, Lomm. p. 18. ...«at 67e dAov. In Cod. Monac. we 
find after éXov, To did...u.0(?)...v.(?) dre: then more than half a 
line illegible, the MS. being damaged as in the other cases. 

Cod. Ven. has 6dov (space 11)* ordv yap (space 4 line) ulovs 
K.T.N. 

Bk. 1.¢c. 9, Lomm. p. 20. éoriv éxrAauBavew...ovTw Xproria- 
vos. All this is damaged in Cod. Monac. and mostly illegible, but 
there is room for about 20 more letters than are contained in the 
words as they stand in Delarue and Lommatzsch. Cod. Ven. 
contains all that is in the printed texts, and after mepurerunpévos 
leaves a space of about # of a line, after which it has oftw Xpr- 
OTLAVOS K.T.D. 

Bk. 1. c. 17, Lomm. p. 36. Similar phenomena occur again 
here. 


1 Cf. an Article in the Journal of Philology Vol. xvim. No. 36, ‘‘On the text of 
Origen against Celsus,” esp. pp. 294, 295. 

2 The numbers after the word ‘space’ refer in each instance to the (approxi- 
mate) number of letters which the space left could contain. 
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Bk. 1. c. 22, Lomm. p. 41. ois oboe wal TH VAD......AeyovTa. 

This is all damaged in Cod. Monac., but the following facts are 
discoverable. 

(1) It omits ola and ry trap. 

(2) Between ei «ai and edzreZy there is room for about 23 more 
letters. | 
(3) éorly is, I think, not contained in it. The words are 
illegible, but the ink has to some extent stayed on the opposite 
leaf. Reading backwards, I thought I could trace somewhat as 
follows : 

ei Kal Tas ovaias yadeTrov péev OvY TrayuTEpoY EiTretD. 

Cod. Ven. has + bn (space 20); then cal ra «.7.. to-€¢ wal 
as in the texts; after which (space 23), ecvrety «.7.d. 

In the margin it has olwae rapacyeiy thy UrapEw Kal thy 
mracw Kal Ta edn. 

Thus we get some valuable information by which to attempt a 
restoration of the text, and very sure indications of the relations 
of the two MSS. 

Bk. 1. c. 28, Lomm. p. 43. tis 6 év avrTA Aédyos...dmrépyerat 
oxotrovvtt. Damaged in Cod. Monac., which has space for more. 
Cod. Ven. leaves a space of one line between évrépyeras and oxo- 
TOUVTL. 

Bk. x11. c. 39, Lomm. Vol. 11. p. 73, #roe dvta. 

Cod. Monac. has 7Tou ax (space 3 or 4) ovra, the letters inter- 
vening being damaged. Cod. Ven. has 7rou (space 5), then ovra. 

Such evidence as this must hold good against much textual 
divergence ; and it must be admitted that the scribe of Cod. Ven. 
has made rather free use of conjectural alteration. But a com- 
parison of the readings of Cod. Ven. with those of Cod. Monac., 
which are given at the end of the Introduction, will shew, I think, 
that this supposition will explain the facts better than any other 
theory. 

Similar evidence may also be obtained from an investigation of 
the first parts of the MSS. which contain the Commentaries on 
S. Matthew. Perhaps a short statement on this part of the 
evidence may not be out of place. Here in Books x. and x1. the 
leaves of the Munich Codex have been bound up in wrong order, 
and two or three are wanting. In the Venice MS. the leaves are 
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in their right order, and nothing is missing; hence the displace- 
ment and the loss of leaves in Cod. Monac. is subsequent to 
1374, the date of the Venice MS. 

The Munich MS. has lost its first leaf; it now begins with the 
words rive 6¢ Aduyovew, Bk. x. c. 3, Lomm. p. 15. These occur 
in Cod. Ven. on the 2nd recto, line 5. 

We may first notice two omissions, due to homoioteleuton, in 
Cod. Ven. of words contained in Cod. Mon.; as indications of 
course, not as proofs, 

Bk. x1. c. 18, Lomm. pp. 120, 121. 6 ywddos nal tpavn forar— 
oxwr0s. Cod. Ven. omits cal rpavp—é yodos. 

Bk. xu. c. 1, Lomm. p. 127. «ab dapicaio. mpecBevouor 
yap ot pev phapicaior. 

Cod. Ven. omits mpeaBevovo.—gapioaior. 

The following passage supplies clear proofs. (Bk. x11. c. 20.) 


"Emet 5 ove éevedéyero "ar po- Cod. Ven. ra tovadra atro- 
/ 9 71 é @ 54 e / 
pnrnv atro'\néaBar Ew ‘le- rérecOar. 
\ 9 4 bd 
povoarAny, am@delay avano- 
ylav éyovoav mpos 'ro" o Cod. Ven. omits, leaving space 
amonrécas Thy Wuynv av- (15). 
Tov évexev é'yod evpynoe 
autnv, Sia tTovTO eeu avtov 
els “"Tepooodupa aeneiv, va 
lororAa Tabay év! exeivous Cod. Ven. omits, leaving space 
K.T.D. (10). 


The words between the signs! 1 are in each case damaged in 
Cod. Monac. 

Bk. xu. c. 24, Lomm. p. 170, dépe eireity ta Baotridov 7, 
damaged in Cod. Monac. Cod. Ven. omits BaowrlSov, leaving a 
space (7). And for 7 it reads «al. 

Thus there can be no doubt that the Venice MS. is derived 
from that at Munich. On this MS. therefore we are entirely 
dependent for the text of the Commentaries on S. John. Un- 
fortunately its present condition at the bottom and top of several 
leaves is such that the lacunae in these places cannot for the 
most part be filled up; though in some cases hints as to length 
and individual words can be obtained, which may serve as useful 
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guides for conjectural restoration. The Venice Codex is our best 
authority for this group of the MSS. of the Comm. in Matt. 
in the places where Cod. Monacensis is now defective, as the 
other direct copies of this MS. have apparently been made since 
its mutilation. The alterations introduced by the scribe of 
Cod. Ven. frequently deserve consideration, and are not seldom 
obviously right. 

The marginal notes on blasphemy suggest the possibility 
of the suppression of some passages-on account of the doctrine 
contained in them. But all the lacunae—and there are several in 
Cod. Monac. due to its original, besides those due to the damage 
done to the MS. itself—cannot be explained by this hypothesis: of 
this Bk. x111. c. 32 will serve as an example. But while much 
must be given up as no longer recoverable, a good deal of light 
may be thrown on the text of many passages in the Commentaries 
by the use of Cod. Monac. With a view to further work on them 
I made a collation in September 1889 of the Commentaries on 
S. John. 

Huet knew of the Manuscript, but does not seem to have 
used it. He occasionally agrees with it against the Paris MS. 
on which his text was based, but such readings are probably 
emendations of his own, or were suggested by the versions. 
Through the version of Ferrarius he became acquainted with 
a text like that of the Venice MS. 

Delarue’s wider knowledge—whether he had examined any 
MSS. himself I cannot discover—is marred by inaccuracy of 
statement as to the readings contained in MSS. In particular 
he seems to have taken it for granted that any reading adopted 
by Huet in his text was necessarily that contained in the 
Paris Codex. The undue influence of this Codex, which it has 
exercised owing to its relation to Huet’s text, must be set aside. 
But when all has been done that is possible by the ordinary 
methods of textual criticism, a large sphere will remain in which 
conjectural emendation alone can be of any avail. 

The notes of Th. Mangey preserved in the British Museum 
(MSS. Add. 6428) do not contain fresh material. Those on the 
Commentaries on S. John appear to be a partial collation of 
Huet’s text with something of the type of Cod. Venetus, not the 
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Bodleian MS. which is at times mentioned separately. Possibly 
he was working with the Codex Barberinus of that type. But 
whatever his source was, it contains nothing helpful which is not 
otherwise known. 


It may be worth while to bring together here some examples 
from Cod. Monac. of important New Testament Readings of 
an ancient type, which have been subsequently brought into 
conformity with the ordinary Syrian text, either by its correctors 
or in its descendants. These will be sufficient to shew that it 
may throw some further light on the problem of the text of 
the New Testament used by Origen, while they will serve to 
illustrate the manner in which the text of quotations from the 
New Testament has been handled in the MSS. of the Fathers. 


In the following list of some pre-Syrian readings supported by Cod, 
Monac. I have added in a few cases interesting readings from the other MSS, 
In these cases the MS. authority is added in brackets. 


Lomm. I. 
p.177, Jn.i.15. 6 eimadv. See Tisch. (Or.*10) 
Jn. i, 18. povoyerns Beus. (See above, p. 8.) 
6 ov om. Heracleon (?) 
210. Jn.i.24.  ameocradpévor. See Tisch. (Or.4!2) 
211. Mbt. ii. 10. 8n 8€ eat (Ven.) 
214f. Mk, i. 2. om. €umpooGev cov. See Tisch. (Or.4-!%) 
222, Jn. i. 26. €oTnKkey 
Jn, i, 27, aurés €orw o OM. 
(but in Or. vi. 23 Mon. ins, 6). See Tisch. (Or.*-189) 
234. Jn. i. 26. ornxes (Heracleon) 
eiornxes (Bodl. Ven. Cf. Eusebius) 
[292, Mk.i.27.  €@auBy@ncav. See Tisch. (Or.*!79)] 
[293. Luke iv. 40. é6epamevey (Paris. Ven. Monac, ) 
€Jeparevoey (Bodl.)] 
Lomm. II. 
p. 5. 1Cor.iv.11. yupmerevouev (Par. Bodl. Mon. Ven.) 
9. Jn.iv. 16. cov rov dv8pa (Bodl. Ven.) 
18, Jn.iv. 14. ov dupyoe (Ven.) 
ov pn dupnoes (Bodl.) 
ov pu) Sipyoy (Par. Mon.) 
See Tisch. (Or,*220) 
57. Jn.iv. 31. év r@ peragd 8é (Bodl. Ven.) 
68 Jn. xiv. 28. 6 marnp o méuwas pe 
om. o marnp (Bod]. Ven.) 
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92. Mt. xii. 42. ZodAopavos (Par. Mon.) 
104. Jn.iv. 42.  ovrds éorw dAnOds (Bod. Ven.) 
106. 1 Cor, ix. 1. édpaxa (Par. Mon.) 
109, Jn. iv. 44.  avros 6 ta sec. loc, (Ven. Bod.) 
tert. loc. (Bod. Mon.) 


9 9 


110. - e (Ven. Bodl.) 
114. Jn. ii, 15.  avéorpeyev (Par. Mon.) 
See Tisch. (Or.47”°*) 
115. Jn. ii. 16. an roujre (Par. and ? Mon.) 
Jn, ii. 23, év rH €oprn ev ro wacyxa (Bodl.) 
€v t7 €oprn tov macya (Ven.) 
123, Mt. x. 28.  Wuynv cat copa (Monac. Ven.) 
130. Mt. viii. 8. 0 mais pov om, (Par. Mon.) 
248, Mt.v. 28 Ss dy éuBdéy (Mon.) 
264, Jn. vill. 44, ov« €ornxev (Par. Mon.) 


N.B. It will be seen that in the above list I have given some examples 
of readings not pre-Syrian. These are cases of attestation where further 
examination of the Manuscripts of Origen has corrected or supplemented 
Delarue’s information, on which of course Tischendorf depended. The 
references to Tischendorf are to his critical digest in locc. His references 
to Origen (e.g. Or*:2°) refer to the volume and page in Delarue’s edition. 


It only remains to say a few words about Catenae on 8S. John. 
At Munich there are two fragments attributed to Origen in a 
Catena of the xIth century (Gr. 437). At Rome there are several 
in the Catenae Vat. 1423, Regin. 9. The larger fragment in the 
Munich Catena occurred also with considerable variations in 
Regin. 9. I was unable at Rome to do more than glance at these 
fragments. The fragments pointed to the same conclusions as 
may be drawn from an examination of those published by Cor- 
derius from an Antwerp MS. Most of them at any rate might 
have come from Origen’s pen, so far as opinions are concerned. 
But in the comparatively few instances where they cover common 
ground with the extant Commentaries, the text and even the 
contents are either wholly different or widely divergent. Some 
of them have the appearance of being taken from Homilies, others 
from émionperwoes. The nearest agreement with the extant 
Commentaries was in the case of two fragments in Regin. 9, where 
the text of Orig. Comm. in Joann. XxxiL. 11 onpesdon &€ riva 
TpoTrov—onpawopevm and 13 ézrel ody—yexrov (Lomm. p. 435 
and p. 449) occurred almost exactly, but in each case the rest of 
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the fragment was different from the text of the Commentaries. 
Nor was the result of a closer examination of two Catenae, XXVII 
(saec. X.) and XXVIII (saec. XI.), at Venice different. Of these 
the former contains more matter, though occasionally the frag- 
ments in the latter have pieces omitted in Cod. xxvul. On the 
whole, however, Cod. XXVIII. is much more curtailed. The greater 
part of what is contained in Corderius is in Cod. XXVII.; some- 
times he gives the fullest text, and sometimes the Venice MS. is 
fuller. There is also a good deal at Venice which is not found in 
his edition. There is, I think, a close connexion between Ven. 
xxv. and Regin. 9 at Rome, but I did not bring away enough 
information from Rome to determine this. I was able at Venice 
to copy all the fragments attributed to Origen in the Catena on 
S. John in Cod. xxvi1. Much more must be done elsewhere 
before they can be made serviceable, but there is promise of 
considerable addition to the published writings of Origen from 
this Catena alone, though the critic’s knife is not unneeded. 

The textual results are the same as might be gathered from 
the MSS. at Munich and Rome. The sense of lost parts of the 
Commentaries may be recovered, but not much of the actual 
text. This of course was to be expected. I can only conclude 
with the hope that I may be able to bring to light some of this 
buried matter if I am allowed to continue working at the text of 
Origen’s Commentaries on 8. John. 

As I intend to quote in the apparatus criticus readings from 
the Munich MS. only, I subjoin a full collation of the first 30 
pages of Tom. XIII. of the Commentaries on S. John, in the 
edition of Lommatzsch, with Codd. Monacenis (M), Venetus (V), 
Regius (P), and Bodletanus (B). The quotations of differences 
of accent or breathing, of obvious itacistic blunders and v édped- 
xvoTiKa are not exhaustive, but I have endeavoured to make the 
collation of Cod. Monac. as complete as I could. The readings 
marked by (t+) are readings of the Bodleian, where it differs 
from Huet, which Bentley has not noticed in the margin of the 
copy in Trinity College Library. In a few cases, where I knew 
them, I have given the readings of the Barberini Codices under 
the symbols R, (= V) and R, (= VI). The left column gives the 
text of Lommatzsch. 
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P. 1, Title to 

l. 1 dv &oke 
1 dpidrAofewrare 
4 


TpiorKadexaTw 


10 rpioxadexarov 


P.2, L 1 pov 


9,10 éxi ro 

10 ro Lov 

10 émi 

11 ovdev 

11 adn 

15 éore 

18 ws avros 
P. 3, L 4 airnoa 

9 Baléws 

ll ék rov 

12 "Eore 

13 dufqv 

14 & 

15 rov 

16 émtAurovros 

16 xa? o 

18 dupqy 

18 ye 

21 dteyoyyvle 
P. 4, lL 3 AcByrwv 
noOiopev 
eényayere 
QOKTELVAL 
Elre 
UpLV 
€l 


, 
TELVWVT WV 


mam OO OS SD Ot He CW 


pom 


Aoyou 
Mwioews 
mopeOa 
ante ore 
13 éBonoe 
13 Mwvo7s 


i a 
CO © bo 


yoyyvopor érotovr ot 


tov M 

avédetée P avédogev M 
pirobedrare V 
tpecKkaiwdexarw M 
TpeoKkaidexatou M 


om. VB 
ini ro P 
fav P 
ézret P 
om. MP 
adkAa MV 
éority M 
6 cavros MP 
airnoa. M 
} Babeos MVB Babews P 
bis V 
éorty M 
dajv MP 
eva M 
trovrov MP 
értXerovros MP 
xabo VB 
deyv MP 
tom. VB 
dteyoyyvfev M 
AeBnrov M Aeurov P 
+ 7oPiwpev VB 
t égyyayerar B 


Kat arexrewe VB azrexrewa M 


t revovrwv B 


ét of Aoyo. MP 


Mwvo7n M 
T riopeOa B riwpefa V 
t ins. A€yovres VB 
éBoncey MP 
Mwo7js MVB 


21 


P. 10, 1. 


P. 11, 1 


| 


"| 


bo 
© 
3, Sx 
> 


ITP Oe 


co 


10 
1] 
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2 me 
g 3 
a 


4 
KOO. {LOV 
‘ 


R 


Vy 


dyno 
éAaxioras 


12f. vonOacw 


14 
15 
16 
18 
20 


éru€ 
€xouct 
TETWKACL 
Tact 

+ o 
AKOVWY 

, 

xaerwrepa. 
Ta 
AeAaAnKact 

> 
ous 
mM” 
€ore 

> 
T 
AaXetv 
dOavovras 
didaxra 


ante TVEVLATOS 


adAopeévou 
mys 

é€ aurys 
Sapapetris 
erie 
Yapapelris 
AKEPETTEpOL 
TO 
Dapapecres 
ETLVE 
drepywpar 
Yapapecres 
éort 


emumoOet 


ost ypadev 


+ 0 VBR,: B mg. raxa Geta 


+ 76 B 7 8 V 
éoriv M 
om. P 
¢ MP 
ins. 0 V 
7 MP 7 ééov VB 
B mg. taxa «i 
om. VB 


t B mg. tdya eAdyiora 


t vonOaow B 
éeruev MV 


éyovow M 


tA a 
meruxacu M remoxace V 


mracw M 
akovw P 
xaAarurepa MP 
tro MVPB 
AeAaAnkacw M 
ovs M 
éorw M 
re MV 
kaXev MP 
t d@avovra VB 
T dtdaxrixa VB 
tT ins. rou MVB 
adAopéevov M 
mynv VB 
tom. VB 
Zapapeiris M 
éxuwev M 
Sapapeirts M 
Tt axawpécrepo. VB 
om. VB 
Sapapeiris M 
érvvev MVB 
épxwpar VB 
Sapapeiris M 
éeorty M 
er. aire: B mg. 


P. 13, 1 


P. 16, 1. 


P..17, 2h 


23 lov 

1 avrjs 

1 ante viv 
dAAopévov 


dnAov ort 
eda Be 
9 duvnO7 


3 
4 ov 
5 
6 


12 adAopévov 
13 azo 
15 vo 


16 rept rod 


17 ws tov 


évdeva Tots 

2 éyyeyupvacpévois - 
ante Tov 
AéyovTos 


] 

2 

7 

9 

10 ywwoKover 
1 Efr’ eidéws 
2 édeye 

5 olovet 

12 dréGave—avdpi érépw 
14 ws 

19 Sapapeiris 

21 xa? ov 

22 Kal 

23 maparefeicav 

24 SdreXeyxPyvae 

2,3 adr’ ardio pevodvre 


6 amebave 
6 6 


11 ypvyro 
16 éwxe 


1 olpat 


3 ante rovs 
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om. B 
airy MVBP 


ins. xat VB (V intra lin.) 


adAopévov M 

cot MP 

SyAovort V 

édaBev M 

duvyOjvac MP 

adAopévov M 

ar V 

éx VB 

wept to MR,: mapa ro VR, 

Tapa tov B 

ws 6 airy VB (sed in V oo al 
seriori, ut videtur, manu sunt 
scripta) uJ érov MR, 
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4 xabexacrynyv 

Dd éxewv 

5 wuAnkévar 

7 Kal mvevpariKayv 
10 wévre 

11 éws av ye 

15 ore 

18 uz’ aurys cipnpévwv 
25 émce 


P. 18, 1. 1 werwxévar 


5 arovov 
8 post rov 
9 emwxevat 
10 éAauBave 
14,15 évexorécapev 
18 py 
18 dupyoe 
22 
24, 5 didovs elvar Cwyv 


25 edeye 
26 sepiatpérer 
26 yvopevnv 


P.19, lL 1 é€xew 
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6 Sapapetrev 

6 avevdesapevnv 
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18 dupa 
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P. 20, 1. 1 ra 


3 tov avdpa cov 
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8 avrijs 

9 deyer ary 
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10 efxe elyev M 
14 dwvyréov guwvytatov MP 
21 €éyes t €xo VB 
22 Sapapeiris Sapapetris M 
23 dvdpas t yap VB 
24 “Hpaxréwve “HpaxAéwy P 
,26 9 7 M 
21,1. 1 érAnciager érAnoiafe VB 
4 ante rvevparixy ins. y MVB 


pvbororeias MP 
om. MVR,R.PB 


8 pvOorrotias 
9,10 Kat ayafov...xapmrous 


10 Sapapeiris Sapapetrns M 

13 éropvevce éropvevoev MV B 
14, 5 wpopyrns apopyris P 

16 Aé€yere Aéyerar P 

16 éoriy écrar MP 


Sapapeiris M 
dteAcyxPevr MR, (hic laesus est 


17, 8 Yapapeiris 
23 dedcyxPevrwv 


Codex Monac.) - 
23 avris avrots VBR,: om. airys R, (lac. 
relicta) 
P. 22, 1. 1 xaradndOevros katadepOevros PB: xarartedpbeév- 
ras MV 
3 ely rpopyryy ecivac apopyryy elvar ideciv VB 
5 tocovrov tooov VB 
7 «is ToUTo cis 76 To MV PB 
12 Muojs Mwvo7ns VB 
16 "Ioayxap ‘Iocaxap M 
16 Beviopety Beviapynv V 
17 TatBar yeBadt VB 
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3, lL. 1 Sov Yecov MP 
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22 pyre dpe. VB: o pyre P sed ser. man. 
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P. 29, 1. 3 xvpiov xov MP 
4 dxodovbiav axoAovletav M 
6 “Tovdator ot ‘Iovdato. MB 
6 éore éoriy V 
7 Sapapetriy Lapapeirey M 
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10 8 Set M 
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13 post oféa ins. 8& MVPB 


THE LIFE AND TEACHING OF HERACLEON. 


Or the personal history of Heracleon hardly anything is 
known. Clement of Alexandria, quoting his comment on a 
passage of S. Luke, calls him the most famous of the Valentinian 
School’, Origen prefaces his first citation from Heracleon’s Com- 
mentary on the Gospel of S. John with the information that he 
was said to have been a pupil (or, perhaps, an acquaintance) of 
Valentinus*. He is mentioned once by Irenaeus in conjunction 
with Ptolemaeus, and possibly with Valentinus, who is at any 
rate mentioned several times by name shortly before, as the chief 


1 Clem, Alex. Strom. rv. 9, p. 595 (ed. Potter), 6 rijs OvaXevrlyou cxodijs Soxt- 
pWTaToSs. 

2 Origen, Comm. in Joann, 11. 8, tov Ovadevtivov Aeybuevoy elvar yrdpimov. It 
seems probable that Origen here uses the word y»wpiuos in the sense of ‘pupil,’ a 
meaning which it often bears. Cf. Clem. Alex. Strom. v. 11, rodro Apa BovrNera 
kal Tw Ilvdaydpa 4 wevraerlas ciwxi Hy Tois ywwpluos wapeyyug, and Ibid. 11. 4, 
Hippolytus, Refutatio, 1. 18, Anudxperos 5@ Aevxlerov ylverat yrwpcmos. Justin 
Martyr, Apol. 1. 32, dv (sc. wddov) exAevoey dyayeity abry rére rods yywpluous 
avrod. Joseph. B. J. tv. 8. 3, bwd ’Edtooalov rod wpogijrou’ yrwpiuos 5é Fv obros 
"Ha Kat diddoxos. Philo 1. 201. 6 (ed. Mangey), dxére yap warp vidy rurre: cwppo- 
vitwy 4 diddoxados yrupiuov, and 1. 208. 4, Plutarch, 2. 448 £ (Francofurt. 1620), 
dvrl yywpluwy xal padnrdv épacral Kadovjpeva: xal dvres (of the gradual growth of the 
pupil’s affection for his master). Cf. also Strabo 1.1.11. Philostratus 529 (2. 41. 
9 ed. Teubner), 578 (2. 84. 13), and 583 (2. 88. 4), and Suidas sub voce. The 
growth of the meaning may be traced in such passages as Xen. Mem. 2. 3. 1, 
adedpw perv AAAHAOw, dauTg (8C. Dwxpdrer) 5é yywpluw. 

At the same time the word would hardly be used of one who had joined a school 
after the death of the Master. Its use is not compatible with any great difference 
of date between Valentinus and his pupil. 
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exponent of the opinions under discussion’. Tertullian also 
refers to him once as having developed the Valentinian teaching 
on the lines suggested by Ptolemaeus*» The author of the 
Refutatio? mentions him and Ptolemaeus as the chief exponents of 
the Italic school of Valentinianism. In the preface at the beginning 
of the sixth book he is placed after Ptolemaeus. Theodoret‘ 
mentions him after Secundus, in quite general terms, with Cossia- 
nus, Theodotus, Ptolemaeus, Marcus. He is also once referred to 
by Photius’. 

Praedestinatus* is certainly wrong in telling a story of him 
which connects his name with the Roman episcopate of Alex- 
ander (c. 110 A.D.). ‘Hic in partibus Siciliae inchoauit docere: 
contra hunc susceperunt episcopi Siculorum, Eustachius Lily- 
baeorum et Panormeorum Theodorus, quique omnium per Siciliam 
erant episcoporum synodum exorantes gestis eum audire decre- 
uerunt et uniuersas adsertiones eius dirigentes ad sanctum Alex- 
andrum urbis episcopum rogauerunt, ut ad eum confutandum 
aliquid ordinaret. Tunc sanctus Alexander ad singula quaeque 
capita hydri singulos gladios dei uerbi de uagina diuinae legis 
eiciens librum contra Heracleonem ordinans, feruentissimum in- 
genio Sabinianum presbyterum destinauit, qui et scriptis episcopi 
et adsertione sua ita eum confutaret, ut nocte media nauis prae- 
sidio fugeret, et ultra ubinam deuenisset penitus nullus sciret,’ 
The date is impossible, and the heretical views on baptism 
attributed to him in the same account (nihil obesse baptizatis 
peccata memorabat) have no greater claims to be accepted as part 
of his teaching. 

That he had a school of followers we know from Praedestinatus, 
‘Sextadecima haeresis Heracleonitarum ab Heracleone adinuenta 


1 Trenaeua 1. 4. 1, Honorificentius reliquis aeonibus ipsius(?) Ptolemaei et 
Heracleonis et reliquis omnibus qui eadem opinantur. 

2 Tertullian, adv. Valentinianos c. 4, Deduxit et Heracleon inde tramites quos- 
dam et Secundus et magus Marcus. 

3 Hippolytus, Refutatio Omn. Haeres., v1. 35. 

+ Theodoret, Haeret. Compend. 1. 8, xat adror Se ptpion evreider dvedtnoar 
aipécews dpxrryol, Koooravds, Oed3or0s, “Hpaxdéwv, IroNepatos, Mdpxos, dieddopa 
mpoerwojoavres Obyuara. 

5 Photius, Hp. 134 (ed. Ric. Montacutius). 

6 Praedestinatus, Haer. 16. 
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est’: from Augustine’ (c. 16) ‘ Heracleonitae ab Heracleone’: from 
Epiphanius (Haer. xxxvi.) ‘Hpawdréwv cat of an’ avtod “Hpa- 
KAXewvirat: and from Origen (passim), e.g. of am’ avrot, olyerat 
avtois Ta tTHS pvOoTrotias, Of ATO THS yvuapns avTod. 

The fact that a school of his disciples was in existence when 
Origen wrote his Commentaries on S. John (of which parts at any 
rate were written before A.D. 228°), does not necessitate any earlier 
date for Heracleon than the end of the second century. The exact 
meaning of Origen’s description of him (Comm. in Joamn. 11. 8) is 
uncertain, but the phrase used (yvepsyos) would hardly be natural, 
unless Heracleon had been a prominent member of the school 
during the lifetime of Valentinus. And we cannot lay much 
stress on the fact that Origen admits that his account is only 
from hearsay (Xeyopevov). In the absence of more direct evidence 
we have no reason to distrust this tradition. On the other hand, 
stress has been laid on the probability that the heads of the 
Western or Italic School of Valentinians were contemporary, 
or nearly so, with those of the Anatolic School to whom they are 
opposed in the Refutatio. But as there is nothing to tell us 
how quickly the two schools respectively developed, or whether 
those who were regarded by a later age as most representative of 
them were those who stood at the head at the same time, such 
an argument is very precarious. The constant connexion of the 
names of Ptolemaeus and Heracleon, not always in the same order, 
is our only guide. As the order is never necessarily chronological, 
its variation does not prove that they were absolutely contempo- 
rary, but it certainly gives a high probability to the supposition 
that they were nearly so. All we know for certain is, that 
Heracleon’s Commentary on S. John was in existence before 228, 
and that a comment of his on Luke xii. 8—11 was quoted by 
Clement as early as 193. Clement’s silence as to the Commen- 
taries on S. John affords no evidence of a later date than this 
for their composition. Lipsius points out the probability that 
Irenaeus had heard of him when he came to Rome about 176 
or 177: and at any rate the school of Ptolemaeus was well 


1 Augustine, De haeresibus liber, c. 16 (ed. Migne, vol. vim. p. 27). 
2 See the Article ‘Origen’ in Dict. of Chr. Biogr. vol. rv. p, 114. 
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established at that time’. We may perhaps go a little further. 
It may be reasonably assumed that the lectures of Irenaeus, on 
which, according to the most probable interpretation of Photius’, 
the Compendium of Hippolytus was founded, were delivered not 
later than 177%, and we know that in this Compendium the heresy 
of Heracleon was described. This can be gathered, almost with 
certainty, from the place assigned to him in the Minor Heresiolo- 
gists. This evidence is independent of the disputed question of 
the date of the Syntagma of Hippolytus. Thus we have no. 
evidence which necessitates an earlier date than 170 for the 
appearance of Heracleon as a Heresiarch, but on the other hand 
there is a considerable probability, if we allow to the expression of 
Origen the full force of its most natural interpretation, that the 
true date is somewhat carlicr, and in closer proximity to the 
death of Valentinus. Heinrici* has made use of the reference to 
Heracleon in Clement’s Eclogae Propheticae’, which he regards as 
a very early work of the Alexandrine Father, to press the earlier 
date; but, if we take the more common view that these formed 
part of the lost books of the Hypotyposes®, this argument has of 
course no weight. 

The only other possibly available evidence is such as might be 
deduced from the character of the Valentinian doctrine dealt with 
in the Refutatio, supposing that we ought to regard this doctrine 
as Heracleonic. It is always allowed to be of a later type than 
that represented in Irenaeus, and thus its contents might possibly. 
give us some clue to Heracleon’s date; but with this question we 
are not yet in a position to deal. Suffice it to say here that the 
chronological difference need not be great, and that the Refutatio, 
if it has any connexion with Heracleon, represents in all probability 
a stage of Heracleonism more developed than the teaching of the 
Master himself. Here then we must leave, at any rate for the 
present, the question of Heracleon’s date. 

1 Lipsius in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschrift fiir Wissenschaftliche Theologie, 1867, 
. 81. 
, 2 Lightfoot, Clement of Rome (2nd ed.), vol. 11. p. 414. 
3 Ibid. p. 423. 
4 Die Valentinianische Gnosis und die Heilige Schrift, p. 13. 


5 Sce Fragment 49. 
6 See Dict. of Chr. Biogr. vol. 1. p. 564 ‘Clement.’ 
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We know from Origen’s direct statement, as well as from 
the fragments cited by him, that Heracleon was the author of 
vrropvnpata’. These included Commentaries on at any rate 
large portions of the Gospel according to 8. John, and probably 
also on that according to S. Luke. This follows from Clement's 
statement on Luke xii. 8—11, rotrov é&nyovpevos tov toTov o 
“Hpaxréwv, «.7.A4. Whether he also wrote on S. Matthew is 
uncertain®. That he used it as authoritative follows from his 
citation® of Matt. viii. 12, of viot tno Baotreias é&eXevoovrar 
(Text. Rec. ék@AnOncovrac), to prove the destruction of the men 
of the Demiurge. 


The place of Heracleon among the Valentinians is given 
differently by different heresiologists. Philaster and Pseudo- 
Tertullian place him next to Secundus; Epiphanius and Augus- 
tine after Colarbasus. We do not possess sufficient information, 
either in the fragments of his own writings which remain, or in the 
very scanty references of other writers, to clear away the obscurity 
which shrouds his system. The statement of Ps.-Tertullian, 
‘Qui cum Valentino paria sentit sed nouitate quadam pronun- 
tiationis uult uideri alia sentire, is perhaps unfair in its im- 
putation, but it comes as near the truth as we can get. The 
information given by the Minor Heresiologists is but scanty. 


PHILASTRIUS. Ps.-TERTULLIANUS. 


Dicens principium esse unum Introducit enim in primis illud 
quem dominum appellat, deinde de _fuisse quod...pronuntiat, et deinde ex 
hoc natum aliud, deque his duobus  illa monade duo ac deinde reliquos 
generationem multorum adserit prin- aeones. Deinde introducit totum 
cipiorum. Valentinum. 


What word is to be supplied to fill up the lacuna in the 
account of Ps.-Tertullian, has been sufficiently discussed by others‘. 
The phrase ‘ex illa monade’ just below certainly suggests that 
‘monadem’ is the only natural reading. Thus we get Movas as 
the starting point of the Heracleonic system, according to the 


1 Origen, Comm. in Joann. v1. 8 év ols karadd\ourev bropyhpacw. 
2 See Fragment 51 (note). 

3 Origen, Comm. in Joann. x11. 59. 

* Cf. Lipsius, Quellenkritik des Epiphanios, p. 170. 
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Syntagma of Hippolytus, the almost certain source of the accounts 
which we are considering. And this agrees exactly with the 
account given by Hippolytus in the Refutatio, where the system 
described under the section devoted to Valentinus starts from 
A povas aryévyntos, apOapros x.t.r. (see Hippolytus, Ref. Omn. 
Haeres. vi. 29). Combining this with the direct statements of 
Irenaeus (I. xi. 1) with regard to the tenets of Valentinus himself, 
we may regard it as most probable that, whereas Valentinus’s 
system starts with an original Dyad, his more Pythagoreanising 
pupil Heracleon referred the origin of all things to an eternal 
Monad. Other more distinctly Pythagoreanising tendencies of 
Heracleon and his school will come under notice later on. 

The next step is more obscure. The most natural explanation 
of the facts recorded by the Minor Heresiologists is that Heracleon 
spoke of his second principle indifferently as one, or as a Dyad, of 
which the two principles were not very clearly distinguished. It 
must correspond to the Valentinian Nods and ’AAndeva: and very 
possibly he may have often referred to it as a\7Oeva: compare the 
use in the Fragments of the term t@ wratpl ths adnOeias. The 
exact agreement of this with the account given in the Refutatio 
must be noted. We need only quote vi. 29, rpoéBarev ody Kai 
éyévvnoev avTos 6 TaTnp, WoTTEp nv povos, voou Kal adrnOeay 
toutéott Svada. The next clause also agrees well enough with 
the rest of Ps.-Tertullian and Philaster: yris xupia Kat apy 
yéyove xal unrnp wavtwv Tav évtos TANPeSpaTos KaTapLOpoupéveny 
aidvev. This combines the ‘deinde reliquos aeones’ of Ps.-Ter- 
tullian, and Philaster’s ‘deque his duobus generationem multorum 
adserit principiorum.’ 

But here a digression is necessary. Harnack in an interesting 
note’ has suggested that the ‘alius clarus magister’ of Irenaeus 


1 Zur Quellenkritik der Geschichte des Gnosticismus, p.62n. He further sug- 
gests that Tertullian, in his copy of Irenaeus, may have found Heracleon’s name 
in this place (Irenaeus, 1. xi. 3). But Lipsius (Die Quellen der dltesten Ketzer- 
geschichte, p. 67 n.) has shewn that Tertullian reproduces this section of Irenaeus 
almost verbatim, subsequently to his mention of Heracleon, without connecting it 
with Heracleon’s name (Tert. adv. Valent. c. 37). Harnack also sees in the words 
of Irenaeus 11. 4, 1, ‘honorificentius...reliquis aeonibus ipsius Ptolemaei et Hera- 
cleonis,’ a hint that Ptolemaeus and Heracleon agreed in prefixing to the ordinary 
series of Valentinian Aeons, projected by the Father, a series of higher beings, 
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(I. xi. 3) should perhaps be identified with Heracleon. But it has 
been pointed out that exactly the same teaching, with regard to 
Movorns, ‘Evorns, Movas and “Ey, is attributed to Marcus, with a 
reference apparently to this passage, by means of the words xa? 
& mpoetpntat (Irenaeus I. xv. 1). We may also compare the words 
with which Marcus is introduced in c. xiii. 1 (the Greek is not 
available, as Epiphanius has here epitomised the words of 
Irenaeus); ‘alius uero quidam ex iis, qui sunt apud eos, magistri 
emendatorem se esse glorians; Marcus est autem illi nomen.’ 
We may therefore conclude that the section I. xi. 3 refers to 
Marcus and not to Heracleon. But Lipsius is inclined* to regard 
the description of Heracleon, which Hippolytus gives in the 
Syntagma, as based on this passage of Irenaeus, If this is right, 
it follows of course that the information to be found in the 
Syntagma about Heracleon is open to grave suspicion. But, in his 
article on Valentinus, Lipsius has shewn that Hippolytus cannot 
have derived his statements as to the pupils of Valentinus 
(Secundus, Ptolemaeus and Heracleon) from the account of 
Irenaeus (I. x1. xii.) alone, but must have used some other source 
as well, if indeed he used this passage at all: and that the parti- 
cular doctrines assigned by Irenaeus to Secundus and Ptolemaeus, 
those of the tetpds Sefta and apiorepa, and the two cvtuyor 
respectively, are not so attributed by Hippolytus, while the dis- 
tinction of the two Yodiat, assigned by Irenaeus to Secundus 
(I. xi, 2), is in Hippolytus assigned to them both. The connexion 
then is so very loose that, when we find that Hippolytus (see 
Ps.-Tertullian, quoted above) makes Heracleon’s first principle to 
be Movas, we need hardly assume that he derived this from 
Irenaeus 1. xi. 3, where the first principle of the ‘clarus magister’ 


But the ‘ipsius’ will hardly bear out this; and as no mention has been made in 
the chapter at all of Ptolemaeus, the ‘ipsius’ is in any case strange. It would 
refer much more naturally to Valentinus, who alone has been mentioned so far. 
Perhaps we should insert an ‘et’ after ‘ ipsius,’ reading ‘ipsius et Ptolemaei.’ 

1 See Neander, Genetische Entwickelung der gnostischen Systeme, p. 169: with 
this must be compared Dr Salmon’s article on ‘Epiphanes,’ Dict. of Christ. Biogr. 
vol. 11, 

3 See his article on ‘Irenaeus,’ Dict. of Christ. Biogr. vol. 1. p. 261. But we 
should also compare Die Quellen der Gilt. Ketzergeschichte, pp. 169, 170; and his 
article on ‘ Valentinus,’ Dict. of Christ. Biogr. vol. tv. p. 1084. 
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is Movorns. There would seem then to be no valid reason for 
rejecting the information afforded by Hippolytus on the ground of 
its derivation from this passage of Irenaeus, which refers to another 
teacher. Whence Philaster derived his statement that Heracleon 
called his first principle ‘Dominum’ is not known. It is quite 
possible that he may have used the term Kupvos (cf. xupta, Hipp. 
Refut. vi. 29); but of this we know nothing. 

The only other information afforded by the Minor Heresiologists 
is ‘Deinde introducit totum Valentinum, which is probably true 
cnough. With the probable exceptions already considered there 
is no reason to suppose that Heracleon materially altered the 
system of his master, or that he laid any particular stress on the 
details of the system. His intcrest seems to have been more in the 
general theological and philosophical teaching of Valentinianism, 
and the interpretation by it of the Canonical Books which he 
regarded as authoritative, and especially of the Gospel according 
to S. John. 

The patchwork of Epiphanius! need not detain us long. His 
points of contact with Philaster and Ps.-Tertullian betray the use 
of the Syntagma; and most of the rest consists so obviously of 
gleanings from Irenaeus that it is unnecessary to look further for 
his authority. The choice of Marcosian sources for his investiga- 
tions was the natural consequence of the relative positions he 
assigns to Marcus, Colarbasus and Heracleon. At the same time 
the teaching of Heracleon on the two viol av@pwrov (Frag. 35) 
lends plausibility to the supposition that the aAXo. of Irenaeus 
I, xl, 4 may have some connexion with Heracleon, and that he 
did call the Father of All dv@pw7ros. But, as a Commentator like 
Heracleon was bound to make use of the Evangelic phrase vids 
av@peérrov, the identification is precarious. For the rest we should 
perhaps notice the parallelism of unre dppev unre OnAv with Hipp. 
Ref. v1. 30 (év pév yap TH ayevvnte, dnolv, éotl travra opod, év Se 
Tots yevynrois, TO pwev Onrv...7d dé appev), because of the doi, 
with which we must deal later on. The description of the devrépa 
_fntnp is a natural description of what formed part of every 
Valentinian system. Epiphanius might easily have added it 
himself, without deriving it from any particular source. The 


1 Epiphanius, Iaer. xxxvi. 
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words BovAetas 5é wAciova TaY TPO avTOD Kal odTOS Aéyerv, When 
compared with the statement of Ps.-Tertullian quoted above, point 
to the existence of some such accusation in the Syntagma. 

We know from the Refutatio that Heracleon belonged to the 
Italic school of Valentinians ; but beyond this no further informa- 
tion as to his teaching has come down to us, apart from his own 
writings; unless indeed the account of Valentinianism given by 
- Hippolytus in the Refutatio is to be connected with the name of 
Heracleon. This question can only be settled by an examination | 
of the points of contact between the two in matter and lan- 
guage; and this it will be better to reserve for the notes on the 
Fragments. It will not be out of place here, however, to trace 
shortly the illustrations which the Fragments offer of those pas- 
sages of the Refutatio, which are confessedly derived from a 
document quoted, noticing also again the parts of such passages 
which shew similarity to the account of Heracleon given in the 
Syntagma. The first of these passages (Ref. VI. 29), qv Sas, dyot, 
yevyntov ovdev, matnp 5é nv povos ayévynTtos, ov Torey exw», 
oU y“povoy, ov avpBovropv, ovK aAXnV TLVa Kat ovdéva TAY TpOTTOY 
vonOnva. Suvapévnv ovoiav, is in thorough harmony with the 
account in the Syntagma. The description of ayazn, though 
worthy of the author of the Fragment (50) on opodoyia, offers no 
point of contact with the Fragments. The agreement of the next 
sentence, 1poéBadev ovv...rovtéate duada, x.T.r., with the Syntagma 
has been pointed out, but it is not directly attributed to the 
document. The next sentence so attributed, rovtov yap, dyci, 
TeXeLoTEpoy aptOpod «.T.r., 18 in harmony with the Pythagorean 
tendency to dwell on numbers, which is seen in Fragments 16, 18, 
40, where Heracleon explains the significance of the 46 years 
occupied by the building of the Temple, the six husbands (ac- 
cording to his text) of the woman of Samaria, and the seventh 
hour when the son of the Bactdrxos was healed. With the 
sentence ey wey yap TO ayevynte, pyoiv, «.7.r4. we have dealt 
before. With the following aitn éotl, dnolv, 4 ayabn, 4 éroupa- 
vios ‘lepovcaryp, ets nv emnyyeiAato 0 Beds eicayayeiv Tovs 
viovs ‘Iapayr, must be compared the ‘Iepoveadp of Fragment 13, 
of which the yuysxds Toros, typified in John ii. 13 by ‘Tepoae- 
Avy, Is an ecewv. (Cf. the note zn loc.) 
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In chapter 32, after the explanation of apy? codias oBos 
xupiou (Prov. i. 7), attributed by the use of ¢ycli to the same 
document, we find a long passage, which it will be necessary to quote 
in full. “Eorse &€ rupwdns, dnolv, 7 wuyexn ovcia, Karetrac Se 
Kat tomos [wecdtnTos] Un’ avTav Kal EBdSouds Kal Taras TaOY 
nuepav’ Kat boca ToLav’Ta Neyouct Tepl TovTov, TadTa elvae Tov 
spuxixod, ov hacw elvar Tod Kdopov Snusoupydév* ore Sé trupwdns. 
Névyet, Gyot, cal Mevoijs: Kuptos 6 Oeos cov wip earl pré€yov 
kal KaTravaNioKxoy. Kal yap TovTO oUTas yeypadpOas OérXer. SemrrAH 
8€ tis éott, Poly, 7 Svvayis Tob Tupds* éxre ydp wip Tapddryov, 
xatacBecOnvat pn Suvdpevov...cata TodTo Toivuy TO wépos Ovnry 
tis e€oTw % uy, peoorns Tis ovca’ gots yap EBSouds xal 
KataTravots. vmoKaTw yap éotl THs oydoabos, brrouv éotly % 
codia, npépa pewoppwpévn, virepava Sé& rHs bANS, Hs éori Sn- 
putoupyos. éav ovdv é€opowwOn Trois dvw, TH oydodbt, aBavaros 
éyévero kal AAOev eis THY dydoaba, His éotl, dnolv, ‘lepovcarn yu 
eroupavios’ éav b¢ éEopo.wOn TH VAN, TovTéoTs Tols TaVere Tois 
VrALKOLS, POapTn ~orat Kal amwreTo [? dort eal amodAvTaL]. It 
is impossible to determine how much of this passage is actually 
quoted from the document in question: but the rdzros [weodrnTos] 
reminds us of Frag. 13, tov yuyxov roov, Frag. 40, r@ varo- 
BeBnxore péper THs pecornros, and Frag. 35, vrép tov roddop, 
And the account of yuysxen ovcia as éEBdouds, and of the con- 
ditions under which it may become a@avaros, vividly recalls the 
description of yuy7n in Fragment 40. 

In chapter 34 (sub fin.), apart from the quotation from 1 Cor. 
11. 14, all that is necessarily taken from the document is pwpla Se, 
dno, éotiv n Svvayts rod Snustovpyod. On the agreement, or 
disagreement, of the next sentence, uwpds yap Hv, «7... with 
Fragment 2, see the note in loc. 

The rest of the quotations from the document, and there are 
practically only two more, offer no points of comparison or of 
contrast. But this examination reveals a very decided similarity 
between such parts of his system as can be discovered from the 
Fragments of Heracleon, and the passages of the Refutatio where by 
the use of dyci Hippolytus shews that he is quoting a particular 
Gnostic document’. It has never been proved that Valentinus 

1 The researches of Stihelin (Harnack, Texte und Untersuchungen v1. 3) do not 
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cannot have been the author of this document. But if the view, 
that the Pythagoreanising element was chiefly developed by 
Heracleon', is true, the Valentinian authorship is highly im- 
probable. The similarity of its contents to the Fragments of 
Heracleon do not prove that he was the author, but they render 
such a supposition very probable indeed. The more detailed 
comparison of the rest of the account in Hippolytus with the 
Fragments proves, I think, that the system on which the account 
is based is Heracleonic; while certain differences lead us to 
attribute it rather to the school of Heracleon, than to the founder 
of the school himself. I speak of course of the system on which 
Hippolytus bases his account: divergent systems and opinions are 
frequently mentioned. 

Thus no certain evidence for Heracleon’s date can be gained 
from the Refutatio. The Pythagoreanising tendency, and the 
absence of a ovfuyos of the Father, which we may attribute with 
probability, though not with certainty, to Heracleon, are not 
necessarily late elements. The details of the system, which are 
generally regarded as of a later type, may or may not be his. 

Of the EHacerpta ex Theodoto it is not necessary to speak 
at length here. The chief illustrations of the Fragments afforded 
by them will be referred to in the notes. Considerable verbal 
similarities exist, but we are not yet, if indeed we ever can be, in 
a position to deal certainly with the ‘Quellenkritik’ of the 
Excerpta. 

We must now turn to the surer ground of the Fragments 
themselves, and conclude with a short summary of the teaching 
of Heracleon, as it can be derived from his own writings. 

The nature of God is in itself unspotted, pure, invisible. He 
is Spirit, and can only be worshipped duly by those who are 
of the same nature as Himself, and whose worship is spiritual, not 
carnal (Fr. 24), Elsewhere he is called o watyp ths adnOeias 
(Fr. 20). We hear in Fr. 16 of a tetpds, 7 dmrpoomdoxos, which 
is probably the highest Tetrad of the Valentinian system, i.e. the 
four highest male Aeons. The next lighest Aeon of whom we 


affect the question under discussion. He admits the trustworthiness of Hippolytus’s 
authority in this section of the Refutatio. 
1 See also Lipsius, Quellenkritik des Epiphanios, p. 170. 
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read is perhaps the dvw Xpiords, who, according to the Hip- 
polytean account, sent the xowds tod wAnpwpatos Kapirds to 
Sophia; but the interpretation of Fr. 35 is uncertain. The 
Aéyos of Heracleon is not a member of the original Pleroma, 
or Aeon, according to Heracleon’s usage of the term. The 
inhabitants of the Aeon came into being before him (Fr. 1). 
His position seems to correspond to that of the xowds xaprros 
in the Refutatio. All things, with the exception of the Aeon 
and its inhabitants, came into being through him; that is to say, 
according to Heracleon’s strange interpretation of d:¢, he was the 
cause of the creation of the world by the Demiurge (rapacyeiy 
THY aiTiav THS yevéoews TOD Koopov T@ 6.). Through his in- 
dwelling activity the Demiurge worked. The wvevyarixot were in 
a stricter sense created by him, avros yap tiv mpaTny popdwoaw 
Tv KaTa THY yéverw avTois wapécye, Ta Um addNOV oTTApévTAa 
els pophyv Kal cis Pwtiopcy Kal wepiypadny idlay ayayov Kai 
avabel~as. He is the true Creator, and is also called Xpsords 
(Fr. 22). He is further identified with the Saviour (Fr. 5), 
and it is probably he, to whom reference is made in the words 
6 év aiave Kal ot avy avT@ édOorTes (Fr. 22), as is shewn by what 
follows: é&fAOev...0 Noyos eis THY oiKoupéevnv. We hear of the 
Holy Spirit as driving out evil (Fr. 13), but nothing further 
is said on the subject. 

Sophia is never mentioned in the Fragments, but her 
history is the archetype of that of the redemption of the 
mvevpattkol, Which is represented as the true meaning of the 
story of the Samaritan Woman, and it is not possible to 
separate archetype from copy in Heracleon’s interpretation of the 
story. 

The Demiurge is frequently mentioned. Though in one 
sense the world came into being through the Aoyos, the Demi- 
urge, inspired by him, is its immediate creator (Fr. 1). He it 
was, in all probability, who sowed, unconsciously, the pneumatic 
seeds which were formed and fostered by the Word (Fr. 3). He 
is typified by John the Baptist, who, when he professed his 
unworthiness to loose the latchet of Christ’s shoe, is represented 
by Heracleon as speaking in the person of the Demiurge, who is 
thus made to confess his inferiority to the Christ (Fr. 8). He is 
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the Creator whom the Jews worshipped, and is represented by 
Jerusalem, the seat of the imperfect worship which was soon 
to pass away (Fr. 20). The worship offered to him by all - his 
worshippers was carnal and mistaken (Fr. 22). He is again 

represented by the Baovdsxos of John iv. 46. He is, as it were, 
a petty king (Fr. 40), set over a small kingdom by the Great 
King. His kingdom is the romos pecornros, in the inferior 
part of which, represented by Capernaum, his son lies sick. 
His nature is psychic, as is that of his son, which is represented 
by the number seven. This nature is capable of salvation by 
being assimilated to the higher spiritual nature, but the de- 
struction of those who remain his ‘men,’ and are not thus assimi- 
lated, is assured by the words of Christ in Matt. viii. 12. His 
nature is such that it requires signs and wonders before it can 
believe: it cannot Aoy@ micreverv. Yet he is easily persuaded of 
the superior power of the Saviour. He has his angels, here 
represented as slaves, who report to him on the well-being of 
his subjects, and the progress which they are making in conse- 
quence of the Saviour’s advent. ‘He and his house’ represent 
his whole angelic order, and those men who are more nearly 
akin to his own nature. Such can be saved, though the salvation 
of some of the angels is doubtful, and the destruction of those 
men, who are merely ‘men of the Demiurge,’ is certain. Once 
more, according to one interpretation of éorw o Cntav Kai 
xpivwv the Judge is the Demiurge, the Saviour’s minister, who 
performs the will of Him to whom all judgment has been com- 
mitted. 

The da8oros comes next in importance in Heracleon’s 
teaching. He is represented by the Mountain of Samaria (Fr. 
20), which is one part of the whole mountain of evil, the coopos 
worshipped by all before the Law, and since the Law by the 
Nations of the Gentiles. He cannot stand in the truth, because 
his nature is not of the truth, but of its opposite, of error and 
ignorance. Falsehood is his own by nature; he is physically 
incapable of speaking truth. His nature (for so Heracleon in- 
terprets 6 watnp avTov) is composed of error and falsehood 
(Fr. 47). His substance is different in kind from the Aoyuxn 
ovoia of the Saints (Fr. 45), He has desires but no will (Fr. 46). 
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The yovxot are his children by nature, of the same substance 
as he. 

Corresponding to Aoyos, Snutoupyds, SuaBoros, we find the 
usual triple division of men into mvevpartixol, yuxeKot, youxot or 
aapkixoi (cf. Fr. 44, érépas ovdoias tuyxyavovts rap’ obs xadXovar 
uytxovs 4 mMvevpatixovs). The mvevpatixol are in some sense 
identical with the Adyos, who imparted to them their form and 
personality (Fr. 2). The Holy of Holies, into which the High 
Priest alone enters, symbolises the place of their final destination 
(Fr. 13). The spiritual seed has been sown in the eudvonnua, 
which is apparently the psychical part of those men who possess 
it (Fr. 16). Before the coming of Christ their spiritual nature 
was imprisoned in matter, corrupted by adulterous and irrational 
intercourse with hylic wickedness. Their former life was weak, 
temporal, deficient, because it was cosmic. When they are rescued 
by the Saviour, the life which He gives them is eternal and 
incorruptible (Fr. 17). Through ignorance of God and the 
true worship which should be offered to Him, they lived in 
former times no true life (Fr. 19). Yet the spiritual nature was 
not wholly dormant ; the Church awaited Christ, and was persuaded 
that He knew all things, and was thus prepared to receive Him 
(Fr. 25). But their rescue depends in no way on themselves; 
the spiritual nature is gvces owfowevov, and incorruptible 
(Fr. 37). Faith corresponds to their true nature, and henceforth 
they offer to the Father of Truth that spiritual worship which is 
their rational service (Fr. 24). This they can do, because they 
are of the same nature as God. Rescued themselves, they are 
instrumental in the salvation of others, especially of those spuxyecol 
who are capable of salvation. They pour forth what has been 
given them, unto the eternal life of others (€repot). So Heracleon 
interprets the adXopevou of John iv. 14 (Fr. 17). It is through 
and by the pneumatic that the psychic 1s brought to the Saviour 
(Fr. 27). 

The mvevyarixot are consubstantial with God, and are destined 
to salvation. With the Wvyexol it is not so. They are the 
children of the Demiurge and share his nature. They are repre- 
sented by the Jews, who worshipped the Creator, the Demiurge, 
instead of the Father of Truth (Fr. 19), who thought they knew 
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God, but knew Him not, worshipping angels and months and 
moons (Fr. 21)’. They can be saved, but cannot enter the Pleroma: 
the mpovads, the sphere of the Levites’ service, is the true symbol 
of their destined home. They are many in number, and form 
the «Ajous, in contrast to the small number of the spiritual 
ékXoyn. But we learn most about their nature in Fragment 40. 
Like the wvevyatixol they are entangled in ¥An: and they are 
sick, sick unto death. But their case is not hopeless; the psychic 
nature possesses fitness for salvation (émitndeiws Eyoucay); it 
is the corruptible which puts on incorruption. Its nature is 
symbolised by the number seven. The Hebdomad, we learn from 
Hippolytus, is the abode of the Demiurge, having affinities both 
with the Ogdoad above, and the Hyle (whose number is six) 
below. The psychic can rise to salvation or sink to destruction. 
There would seem then to be a freedom of choice. The yuyexol 
are the mean between the necessarily saved and the hopelessly 
lost. But whether the freedom of choice is real or only apparent, 
it is hard to say. 

The yovxoi are by nature the sons of the Devil. The puyol 
can, by doing his works, become sons of the Devil Oéce: or a&ia, 
but only the youxol are such by nature (Fr. 46). They are of the 
same substance with the Devil, and thus differ in kind from the 
other classes of men. Though it is nowhere expressly so stated, it 
follows from the position which they hold in the system that their 
destruction is mnevitable. 

To set free the mvevpartuxol, and to save those :uyexol who 
were capable of salvation, was the work of the Saviour on earth. 
The exact nature of the Saviour who appeared on earth is 
nowhere explicitly stated. But we learn that the Christ, who, 
as we saw, probably corresponds to the xowds rod wAnpweparos 
xkapros of the Hippolytean account, came down from the 
péyeOos, and took flesh as an varodnya (Fr. 8). As we learn 
this from a fragment which is dealing with the words of the 
Baptist, wécos vuav once, «.7.X., and as in Fr. 10 a dis- 
tinction is made between the o@yua and that which dwells in it, 
we may assume that Heracleon’s ‘ Italic’ position is confirmed by 


1 On Heracleon’s use of the Preaching of Peter, see Fr. 21 (note), and Hilgen- 
feld, Nov. Test. extra Canon. receptum, tiv. p. 64. 
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the Fragments (see Hipp. Refué. vi. 35). We do not know 
whether he commented on John i. 14 or not. The flesh which 
Christ took was imperfect and fitly represented by the Lamb. 
‘He who taketh away the sin of the world’ is the Higher Being, 
who dwells in the body. Traces of Docetism are to be found in 
the account of His healing of the son of the Baoidueds (Fr. 40, 
xataBas impos Tov Kapvovta Kal iacapevos avrov), and in the 
description of His food as the performance of the Father’s will. 
The interpretation of His journeys as typifying His passing from 
the hylic to the psychic sphere, or His appearing in the world, of 
course proves nothing, and the symbolical interpretation does not 
exclude the historical. On the other hand the expressions used 
with regard to the Passion are surprisingly literal for a Gnostic. 
Not only does the Passion divide the two periods of the Saviour’s 
sojourn on earth (Fr. 38), but the slaying of the lamb at the 
Great Feast is typical of the Passion of the Saviour, as again 
the eating of it symbolises the Marriage Feast of the future 
(Fr. 12). 

He appears publicly on earth first, apparently, at the time 
of the Baptism. His presence is declared to the people by the 
Baptist. Through his representative the Baptist, the Demiurge 
acknowledges the superiority of the Saviour. His journey to Caper- 
naum symbolises His descent into the hylic portions of the world: 
but the nature of this place is unsuitable, He can here neither 
do nor say anything. The journey to Jerusalem represents His 
ascent to the psychic sphere; He cleanses the Holy of Holies, 
the home of the pneumatic, and also, apparently, the Levites’ 
court, which belongs to the psychic. The powers of evil are driven 
out by the might of the Holy Spirit, and the Ecclesia becomes 
again the House of His Father. He goes down to Samaria 
to rescue the spiritual Church from the entanglements of matter, 
and the adulterous intercourse in which she had lived with her 
six husbands (Fr. 17); to restore her to her true husband above, and, 
for the present, to teach her the worship of the Father, ‘in spirit 
and in truth.’ By her means, and later by His own words, the 
higher class of yuyexoi are also rescued, and leave their former 
cosmic life. Thus the spiritual Church is rescued; He gathers 
it in as a reaper, and sends forth His angels, represented here on 
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earth by the Disciples, each one to his own partner: the final 
consummation is not till the mvevparixot are given as brides 
to the angels, and enter the Pleroma for the great Marriage Feast. 
He is said to have come to Samaria, in some sense, for the sake of 
the Disciples. Perhaps this may mean to rescue for the angels, 
whom they represent, their spiritual brides. The Saviour’s own 
work for the yvuytxol is more fully described in Heracleon’s 
interpretation of the miracle of the healing of the son of the . 
BactrtKds, which has been considered already. 

His work was not ended by the Passion. After the Resur- 
rection, no doubt, of the psychic Christ, the Saviour again 
appeared among His disciples and converted many more to faith 
than during the first period of His work. At length He was 
parted from them. The period between the Resurrection and 
the Ascension was probably regarded by Heracleon as considerably 
longer than forty days. This opinion was also held by other 
Gnostics: cf. Irenaeus I. iil. 2, wera thy éx vexpav avactacu 
Sexaoxtw pnol rAéyew Suatetpipévas avtrov avy ois pabnrais, 
and I. xxx. 14, ‘remoratum autem eum post resurrectionem 
XVIII mensibus.’ 

Of the Eschatology of the system we do not hear much. The 
vALKol are Obviously doomed to destruction, and so are such of the 
auxexot who are not raised and assimilated to what is higher ; 
the rest go to their own place of salvation, which we learn is 
without the Pleroma. The svevyatixol, as we may reasonably 
conjecture from what is said, are given as brides to the angels 
of the Saviour, and enter into the Pleroma to partake of the 
eternal rest of the Marriage Feast and the highest worship of the 
Father ‘in spirit and in truth.’ 


Enough examples have been given to shew the general character 
of Heracleon as a Commentator, but so far we have seen his worst 
side. He is seen at his best in the description of True Confession, 
in Life and not in Word only (Fr. 50). This whole fragment is of 
great interest and surprising excellence. At times in his Com- 
mentary on S. John he is an acute and accurate observer. He 
has seen rightly that the passage beginning, ovdels tov Oeov 
éwpaxev moirotre (Jn. 1. 18), is not part of the Baptist’s speech, 
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but is added by the Evangelist himself (Fr. 3). His interpretation 
of adXopévov (Jn. iv. 14) is fanciful, but striking. What he says 
of the Will of the Father in Fr, 31 certainly does not deserve the 
censure it receives from Origen. He has interpreted rightly the 
simplicity of the disciples in asking Mn tis jveyxev adt@ hayeiv; 
and the self-satisfied stupidity of the Jews in their suggestion 
of Mnrt amoxtevet éavrov; Indeed he is often at his best in 
those places where Origen complains of his want of spiritual 
insight and servile adherence to the letter. But his explanatory 
remarks are often strangely unfortunate. We may cite as 
examples his account of Christ’s inability to teach or work 
miracles at Capernaum (Fr. 11); his remark on the objections 
raised by the Pharisees to John’s baptism (Fr. 6); and his 
distinction of what the Saviour said about John himself, from 
what He said about the things concerning him (Fr. 5). And his 
whole system of metaphorical interpretation is the most arbitrary 
attempt to read into the Fourth Gospel the details and teaching 
of the system in which he had been brought up. At the same 
time we must remember that, though the application is more arbi- 
trary, the general method is exactly the same as that of Origen 
himself. Both extract the meaning they desire from the words on 
which they are commenting by a violent system of metaphorical 
distortion. But whereas Origen applies his method more con- 
sistently, and endeavours to find a meaning which is based on a 
system formed from the study of the Fourth Gospel as a whole 
and of other books whose teaching is not alien to that of this 
Gospel, Heracleon attempts, very often with excessive wildness, 
to discover in the Gospel a system which has only a superficial 
and verbal connexion with it. Yet, on the whole, though we 
cannot but feel that the author of Fragment 50 might have 
employed his ability in a more fruitful manner than he has some- 
times done, there is much interesting matter, apart from the his- 
torical investigation of Valentinianism, to repay a careful study of 
the earliest Commentary on the Gospel of S. John. 

The bearing of Heracleon’s Commentary on questions con- 
nected with the authorship and acceptance of the Fourth Gospel 
does not come within the scope of this book. A list of passages of 
Scripture quoted, or referred to by him, will be found at the end. 
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In it I have omitted one or two of those generally cited, 
where the quotation or reference is probably made by Origen 
and not by Heracleon himself. The Index of Words will 
supply further assistance for the study of his vocabulary and 
his teaching. 


Jo. i. 3. 


THE EXTANT FRAGMENTS OF HERACLEON. 


1. Orig. Comm. in Ioann, i. 8 (R. tv. 66; L. 1. 117). 


Bialws 5é oluar Kat ywpis paprupiov tov OvaXrevtivou 
Aeyopevov elvas yuwopipov ‘Hpaxréwva, Sinyovpevov rd Tanta 
Ar ayToy éréneto, éEecAndevac Tanta tov xkédcpov nar ra 
éy avtTa@, éxxrelovta Tov TIANTON, TO cov ert TH drrobéces 
avTov, Ta TOU Koapou Kal Tav év avT@ Siagépovta. yal ydp 5 


1.3, The exclusion of ra rod xéo- 
pov kal ray éy airy dtadépovra from 
the wdyra is noticeable. Contrast 
Irenaeus 1. viii. 5 wdvra & avdrod 
éyévero kal xwpls avbrod éyévero ovde 
ty* maou yap rots per’ abrov alwor 
popp7s Kal yevéoews alrios 6 Aédbyos 
éyévero. The Valentinians generally 
deduced from the Prologue to the 
Fourth Gospel the origin of the 
Pleroma and its inhabitants. Cf. 
Excerpta ex Theodoto §6. The teach- 
ing of Heracleon is more nearly allied 
to that of Irenaeus, who frequently 
insists on the inclusion of the xéopnos 
in wdyra, a8 against the ordinary 
Valentinian interpretation of the 
passage. Heracleon’s supposition 
that ra év rq alwx came into being 
before the Adyos gives us aclue to his 
views with regard to the Adédyos, who 
must be identified with the Aédyos 
who, according to the Italic school, 
represented by Ptolemaeus and Hera- 
cleon, descended on the Son of Mary 
at the Baptism, 6 Adyos 6 ris unrpos 


dvwOev rns coplas (Hipp. Refut. vi. 35). 
In the account given by Hippolytus 
we hear of seventy Adyoe projected 
by Sophia and her cvjvyos, the xowds 
Tov wAnpwuaros xapwrés. Probably 
Heracleon’s Aéyos corresponds to the 
cujvyos of Sophia. At any rate he 
occupies a position below the alwy 
and above the Demiurge. The Adyos 
who appeared to Valentinus in the 
form of a new-born babe (Hipp. 
Refut. vi. 42) cannot be assigned 
definitely to any place in the system, 
but is most probably to be regarded 
as the ci{vyos of Zw). Except there- 
fore that the term (Aéyos) owes its 
origin to the Prologue to St John’s 
Gospel, it has no connexion with 
the Adyos of Heracleon. 

5. d&apdpovra. gnol yap) An un- 
fortunate transposition of yap and 
not in Cod. Ven. has misled Fer. 
rarius into translating this passage, 
‘Per sermonem inquit non insignis 
non seculum etc.’ Huet’s transla- 
tion of éxxdeloyra «.7.A. ‘excluden- 


TO 


Le | 
en 


20 


THE EXTANT FRAGMENTS OF HERACLEON. 51 


Ou tov aidva 7 Ta év TO aia@vi yeyovévat 1a Tod 
NOyou, Ativa olerat TPO TOU Adryou Yyeyovévat, avatdéaTEpov 
dé iordpuevos mpos Td Kai ywpic aytToy éréneto oyae én, de 


Jo. i. 3. 


evraBovpevos Td MH tTrpocéric Toic Adroic ayTOY, Na ME GAECZH Pr. xxx. 6 


ce Kal yeyAtic FéNH, wpooTlOnoe TH OYAE EN TOV EV TO KOTLM 
kal TH KTioel. Kal érel mpohavyn éotl Ta UT avtTod de- 
‘ / 4 \ \ > / 9 
youeva ohddpa BeBiacpéva Kal trapa thy évdpyeray émray- 
/ 9 A / 9 A A 9 4, A , 
yerAropmeva, et TA voptlopeva avT@ Oeia exxrelerat Tov TIANTWN, 
ta bé, ws éxelvos olerat, TavTedas POetpopeva xupiws Tanta 
A A A A > \ 
KaNElTal, OvK emidtaTpirTéoy TH dvatpoTTn THY avToOev THY 
dtomiay éudaivovtov’ oloy &€ nal 1o THS ypadys Aeyovons 
Xwpic ayToY éréneTo oyAé €n mpooTiévta avTov avev Trapa- 
pv0ias THs amd THS ypadns TO TOV é€v TO Koopm Kal 
TH KTLOE pNde weTa TLOavETHTOS aTrodpalvec Oat, Tuctever Oat 
9 A ¢€ 4 4 A 9 4 A > 93 , 
akvovvTa Gpmoiws mpodntais 7 atroaToAOLs Tois peT eEoUTIAS 
Kal avutrevOvvws Katadeltrouvct Tois Ka’ avtovs Kai pel 
avTovs cwTnpta ypappatra. ett Sé idtws Kai Tov Tanta 
Ar aytoy éréneto eEnxovae, hacxwv Tov tv aitiay tapa- 
oydvTa THS yevéerews TOD Kocpov TO Symtoupy@, TOV 


AOyov dvra, elvas ov Tov ad ov 7H Ud ob, GAXA TOV: 


a 
8 unde] u7. 12 évapyecay] évépyear. 


tem quantum ipsius fert hypothesis 
ex omnibus praestantissima quaeque 
mundi et eorum quae ipso continen- 
tur’ is unintelligible in connexion 
with the context. The ‘ things more 
excellent than the world and its con- 
tents’ are of course, a8 is explain- 
ed in the following words, the alwy 
and its contents. By explaining 
mayra to be the world and its con- 
tents, he excludes from zwayra all 
that is of a higher nature. 

6. alan] For this sense of alwy, 
derived no doubt originally from the 
Timaeus (384), cf. Frag. 18, qv yap 
auris 6 avip év Te alam, and Frag. 
22, 6 év ald. 

16. ro ris ypapis Aeyovons] Hil- 
genfeld, omitting Aeyotons, which 


is not found in Delarue’s text, the 
word being omitted in Cod. Bodlei- 
anus, plausibly substitutes rq for ro. 
But it is not necessary to alter the 
attested reading: ro may be taken 
with drogalvecOa:, and though the 
construction is awkward it is not im- 
possible, and not more awkward than 
that which would be obtained by 
reading rq, viz. ofov...... wpoorévra 
peed dwrodalvecba:, But the olov dé is 
unsatisfactory, and it has been well 
suggested that we should probably 
here read ofov 57. For one who recog- 
nizes the authority of Scripture, to 
make unwarrantable additions to it 
without any attempt to justify them, 
is a fair example of rav avré0ev rhv 
dromlay éudawéyrwr. 


4—2 


(xxiv. 29). 
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50 08, mapa thy év rH cuvnBeia ppdow exdeydpevos rd 
yeypappévov. ef ydp ws vol 4 adrnOeia tév rpaypaTrev 
nv, Ge Sia tov Syuscouvpyod yeypadOa: mdvra ryeyovévat 
Uo TOU AOyou, oy! Sé avatradwy Sia rod Adyou vad Tod 
Snptoupyod. Kal nuets pev tH Se’ oF ypnodpevo, axorovdws 30 
Th ovvnbeia, ovK awaptupoy Tip éxdoxnv adjxapev. éxeivos 
5é, mpos TO 7) TrapapepvOjcbar aro Tov Oclwv ypayparov 
Tov Kal’ éavrov voov, palverat ab vroTTevaas TO AANOes Kal 
avadas avTe avTiBréras’ dnol ydp Sti OUH bs UT EXXOV 
évepyouvtos autos étrolet 6 Noyos, tv ovTwM voNOT 35 


26 rapa ri] wept dy. Cod. Bodl. in mg. taxa roy. 


26. mapa rhv] The reading of 
Cod. Monac. wept dv, which is repro- 
duced in all its copies, is impossible. 
Ferrarius’s translation, ‘ exponens id 
quod scriptum est phrasin esse con- 
suetam,’ is not helpful. It is not 
easy to see how he got it from the 
Greek which was before him, and in 
the context in which the words occur 
it gives no intelligible sense. Hilgen- 
feld’s conjecture weprrhy is hardly 
more helpful. How is it to be trans- 
lated? The conjectural emendation 
which most obviously suggests itself 
is rapa tiv. The confusion of rapa 
and zepi is one of the commonest 
characteristics of Cod. Monac., as 
also, it may be added, of its de- 
scendants. And when once rapa was 
changed to wept, ryy may have be- 
come rv, which might easily be 
corrupted to wy. Possibly the original 
reading may have been rapa ri rév, 
which accounts more easily for the 
corruption, if the construction thus 
given to ¢pdow is possible. Hither 
of these readings will give the re- 
quired contrast to Origen’s position 
stated just below, #uets dé dxoAdovdws 
Th cvvnbela x.r.X. We may compare 
such passages as xiii. 17, dpa Sé el wh 
ltws xal mapa Thy dxodovilay rap 
pyrav éxdeEduevos x.7.X. This sugges- 


tion is independent of MHeinrici, 
whose note (Die Val. Gnosis, p. 185) 
I had not seen when I first made it. 

82. «xpos To pe) wapapenvO7ZocGas] 
On the bearing of this passage as it 
stands in Codex Regius on the rela- 
tion of that ms. to Cod. Monacensis 
see Introduction p. 8. Delarue’s 
obviously right conjecture of rg for 
7o is now substantiated by the 
evidence of Cod. Monacensis. Un- 
fortunately the same error (ro for rq) 
was made independently by the 
scribes of Codd. Reg. and Bodl. 

35. 6 dOyos] The position of the 
Aéyos here is exactly that given to 
Sophia in Hippolytus (Refut. vi. 88), 
dyvootyre abr (sc. ry Snmovpyp) 4 
codla évipynoe, which corresponds to 
Heracleon’s atrod évepyoivros Erepos 
éwole., where the &repos is obviously 
the Demiurge. It may be noticed 
that in this passage Hippolytus gives 
& general reference, using \¢yovew and 
not ¢yoly. We should also compare 
the account of Irenaeus (1. v. i.), 
especially the words paddoy 8@ répy 
Zwrfipa dv’ adrfjs; and shortly before, 
(of the Demiurge) AeAnOérws xwod- 
pevov bro Tis unrpds. Heracleon may 
have assumed some similar relation 
between Adyos and Zodla, at any rate 
it would have been easy for him to 


Oo 
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TO Al ayToy, aXX avdtrod evepyobvtos Erepos érolet. 
ov Tod trapovtos 5é Katpod éativ éréyEar TO pn Tov Syue- 
oupyov virnpéTnv Tod AOyoU YyeyeynpEevoY TOV KOGMOV TreTroLN- 
KEéVaL, Kai aTrodetKvUvat OTL UITNpeTNS TOV OnuLoupryod ‘yevdopevos 


6 NOYos TOY KOcMOV KaTEcKEVACE. 
€ 3 ’ eve 
AaBid“O eedc eitte kai éreNHOHCAN’ ENETEIAATO Kal EKTICOHCAN, Ps. cxlviii. 
' \ ‘ 5. 
ENETEIAATO yap O aryévyntos Deds TG TIPWTOTOKG TIACHC KTICEWC, Col. i. 16. 


\ \ \ ’ 
KaTa yap Tov mpodntny 


Kal €KTICOHCAN, OV povoy 6 KOa MOS, Kal Ta év avT@, GAA 


Kal Ta Nowra qavtTa eite OpdNO! ElTe KypidTHTEC eEiTe ApPyal Col. i. 16, 


a ¢ ’ A > 
elTE EZOYCIAI' TANTA [Ap Al AY TOY Kal €IC AYTON EKTICTAI, KAl AYTOC 


ECTI TIPO TIANTOON. 


2. Ibid. 1, 15 (R. Iv. 73; L. 1. 1380). 


U 
Ilavu 5€ Biaiws xara tov rorrov yevomevos 6 “Hpaxdéwv 


70 “O réronen éN ayYT@ ZwH HN eketAndey avti Tov EN ayYT@ Jo. i. 4. 


‘\ 9 
Kis tovs av@paovs Tovs mvevpariKous, olovel tavTov 
vomicas elvat Tov Oyo Kai Tovs TveEevpaTLKOUs, Eb Kal [7 
a a > 2 \ e 9 A / 9 \ 
cagpas Tait elpne’ xal worrepel aitioroyay dyno Autos 


modify the system sufficiently to 
obtain the necessary adaptation to 
the Prologue of St John. The same 
relation, however, between Sophia 
and the Demiurge is assumed in the 
second part of the Excerpta ex Theo- 
doto (c. 49, érel dé ov éylvwoxey Thy 
&’ avrod évepyotoay x.r.r.). It was 
probably part of the original system 
of Valentinus, and is therefore not 
available as a means of differenti- 
ating the systems of his pupils. 

41. The LXX. in this passage 
reads avros instead of o Oeds, and 
repeats the avros before éverelXaro. 

2. 5. Two explanations of this 
passage are possible. The addos 
whose sowing the Adédyos completed 
may be the xowds rod wxAnpwuaros 
xapwés, in which case cf. Hippolytus, 
Refutat. vi. 34, Adyor dyw0ev xare- 
ograppévor dd Tov Kowov rou wAnpw- 


paros Kaprod xal ris codlas els rotrov 
Tov xéonov: and also the interpreta- 
tion of dAdos 6 orelpwy Kal GAdos 6 
Oeplfwy given by Heracleon (Frag. 
35). But it is more probable that 
the dd\jos is the Demiurge, the 
work of the Aéyos being that which 
is described in the passage quoted 
from Hippolytus as a sowing. This 
suits better the description r7jv mpw- 
Thy pbpowow Thy Kara Thy yéveow,, 
and gives to the action its natural 
place (chronologically) in the history 
of Creation. Much closer parallels, 
however, to this passage are found 
in the Excerpta ex Theodoto. Cf. 
§ 57, ylverar obv...udppwots Tov mvev- 
parixod, and § 48, dvaxplvas 8 6 8y- 
paoupyds Ta Kadapda awd rod éuBpiHois 
ws dy évdwv tiv éxarépov diow pus 
érolncev, rourécrw épavépwoev kat els 
pus xal l8éay wpoctyayer, which is 


1 Cor. ii. 
14, 15. 


Jo. i. 19. 


Jo. 1. 15. 
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yap THY TpwTHnY popdac.y THY KaTa THY yéveow 
avtols wapéaye, Ta UW ANXNOV orapérvTa eis popgyy 
cat eis hotiopov nat weptypadyy idlay ayayav xat 
advadeiEas. ov rapetnpynae Sé xal TO Trepi TOY TvEevpATEKeY 
mapa T@ Tava Aeyopevov, Ste avOpdaovs avTovs aTrectw- 10 
mnoe’ Vyyikdc AN@pwroc oY AéyeTal TA TOY TINEYMATOC TOF 
BEo¥, MMpia rap ayT@ écTin’ 6 A TINEyMaTIKOC ANAKPINE! TIANTA. 
nets yap ov patny avTov hapev eri Tod TvevpaTtixoD py 
mpoatedecévat TO avOpwrros. Kpetrroy yap % avOparos 6 
MVEUPATLKOS, TOD avOparou Aro. ev uyn | dv Topate H ey 15 
cuvaugorépas yapaxrnpitopévov, ovyl S€ xal ev Te TovVT@Y 
Gevorépm Tvevpatt, ov KaTA peToYNnY eTiKpaTovcaY yYpnpuari- 
Ces o mvevpatixos. dua Sé cab ta THS ToLavTns VroOécews 
xopls xdv arodhatvouévns atobdeikews arodhaiveras, ovde 
péexpe THS TUYoVENs MiBavornTos POacas eis TOV TEpt TOUTwY 20 
Suvnbels Aoyov. Kal radta pev teph éxeivor. 


8 weprypadhy] rapaypadhy. 


3. Ibid. vi. 2 (R. Iv. 102; L. 1 177). 


Kai ayTH écTIN H MapTypiA TOY ‘la@dnnoy. Sevtépa adry 
avayeypappévn "lwdvvov tod Bartiatod wept Xpiorod pap- 
Tupia, THs mpotépas apapévns amo tod Oytoc HN 6 EiTtwN “O 


OTTICw MOY EPYOMENOC, Kal Anyovans eis TO MonorenHc edc 6 


dy elroy . 
3 6 elrwy (sic). 


qualified in the next section by the 
words émel dé ovx éylywoxev tiv du’ 
aurov évepyotcay. It is tempting to 
restore our text on the lines of the 
passage quoted from the Excerpta, 
and read xal l3iéav. But the phrase 
weprypapiy ldtay is not intrinsically 
objectionable. 

12. The transposition of éorly 
and avrw in Huet and the other 
editions is due to an error of the 
scribe of Cod. Regius. The right 
order is preserved in the other mss. 

3.4. The interlinear insertions in 
Cod. Monac., which are by a later 


) vids 
4 povoryevis Geos (sic). 


hand, afford instructive examples in 
the history of the transmission of 
Patristic quotations (see Introduc- 
tion, pp. 8,18); and the curious con- 
flation of Codex Regius (6 povoyerhs 
vids eds) which is quoted in Tischen- 
dorf’s critical digest is thus traced 
to its origin. 

This is not the only case where 
Origen complains of Heracleon’s in- 
terpretation of a passage, where the 
latter is probably right. (See Weat- 
cott’s Commentary on St John, in 
loc.) 
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n ? A é nA A > a > ’ 9 e ° 
5 @N EIC TON KOATTON TOY TTATPOC EKEINOC EZH[THCATO. OVUY vylws Jo. i. 18. 
5é 6 ‘Hpaxréwv vrorapBaver OYAcic TON OEON EG PAKEN TIESTIOTE 
‘ \ CHa , 2? A 9 9 \ A fe) 
kat ta effs hackayv cipnobar Ov“ avo tov Bartiatov 
GNX aro TOU paOntod’ ef yap Kab Kat avtoy To’EK Toy Jo. i. 16, 
TIAHPMATOC AYTOY MEIC TANTEC EAABOMEN, Kal YAPIN ANTI YAprToc, 2” 
10 Gt! 6 NOMOC AIA Mwycéwc €Ad6H, H ydpic Kal H AAHOela Aid ‘lHCOY 
Xpictoy €réNeTo vie Tov Barrictov elpntat, WHS OUK AKOAOU- 
Gov Tov &k TOY TAHPwMaTOc TOY Xpictoy eAnpota Kal ydpIN 
Seutépay éml mporépas yApitoc, éuoXoyourTa Te Ald Macéwc 
pev SeddcPar TON NOMON, THN 5é yApIN Kal THN AAHOEIN AIA 
15’lucoy Xpictoy yeyovévat, éx THY ard TOY NAHPwMATOC Ets 
LY ‘ VA a i) > ‘ ce 
avTov éAn\vGoTwy vevonxévat, twas OEON OYAEIC EWPAKEN 
TIWTIOTE KAL TO TON MONOFENH Ecic TON KOATION ONTA TOY TraTpOc 
thy eEnynow avT@ Kal wdat Tots kK TOY TAHP@MaTOC ELANPoat 
, 9 \ A a 9 /, ¢ na ? 
mapadedwxévat ; ov yap viv mparov éEnynaato <O @n> eic 
20 TON KOATTION TOY TATPOC, ws ovdévOS EmruTNSElou 7 pOoTEpoY yeryevn- 
pévou AaBelv a Tols atrocToNols Sinynoaro, eye Mpin “ABpadm Jo. viii. 58. 
renécOar ay SidacKes nuas tov "ABpadp nyaddtac@ae ina Jo. viii. 56. 
» \ © 4 b] a ? a Uy 
IAH THN HMEPAN aUTOU Kal év yapa yeyovéevat. 
7,8 Bawriorod...~abnrod] cod. Sed literis aBdy seriori manu inter lineas 


insertis transponuntur Barrirod et uabnrod. 8 xar’ avrov] Kara Tavrov. 
19 § dv] om. 


4. Ibid. vi. 8 (R. Iv. 117; L. t 200). 


Ov Oavpacrov Sé ef wn nxpiBouv ott avros éate Xpictoc Jo. i. 20, 
kal 6 TIpOgHtuc, ot Siotalovres trepi Iwavvov, unmore avtcs -_ 
\ it eae > \ a A / A ‘ 
Xpiords jv axdNovGov yap Te wept TovTov Stotayp@ TO 
9 a A 2. NX 9 ‘ u 
ayvoeiy Tov avtov elvat Xpicton Kal TON TIPOPHTHN. €AaGe 


19. The insertion of 6 wy by 
Cod. Venetus, followed by Ferrarius 
in his translation ‘Non enim nunc 
primum enarravit, Qui est ad sinum 
Patris, perinde quasi nullus etc.,’ is 
the simplest emendation of the cor- 
rupt text of its exemplar. These 
words (6 dv) are indeed omitted by 
the first hand of Cod. Sinaiticus (§), 
and Cod. Vercellensis (a) of the Old 


Latin, which represents the els by 
‘solus,’ but the omission leaves no 
suitable sense in the present con- 
text. 

4,1. Xpicros xal 6 wpopjrns] Ferra- 
rius has rightly suggested the article, 
which was absent from the ms. which 
he used, translating ‘Christus et ille 
Propheta.’ In the Munich ms, the 
article is not wanting. 


Jo. 1. 23. 
Cf. Is. x]. 
3. 
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5é tovs trodAovs 4 Stadopa Tod 6 mpopritHc Kal TPO*HTHC, ws 5 
wal tov ‘Hpaxdéwva, botis avrais NéEeol now ws dpa 
‘lwavyns wdpmoroynoe py elvac 6 ypictdc, GAA pende 
TpOmHTHc, Oe "HAiac. «ab déov avrov obras éxAaRovTa 
éferagat Ta Kata Tovs ToTrOUS, WoTEepovy adnOevee Aéyor p7 
elvas mpodrirc, unde "HAiac, od 6 Sé px) ertatHoas Tol 10 
ToTrois, év ols KaTadéXOLTrEY UTromYnpaci aveEeTaaTTM@S TrapeE- 
AnrvGe Ta THALKadTA, opodpa orALlya Kal pr) BeBacavcpéva 
év tots éEns eitrav, mwept av evOews épodper. 


6 dpa] ap’ el. 9 Aéywv] 7} Adywr. 


5. Id. vi. 12 (R. Iv. 120; L. 1. 206). 


Avvatat pévrou ye 76 Era gwnt Bo@ntoc én TH éprim@ 
\ \ Cha a ? , 9 e : 
kat to é&fjs toov elvar te "Eyo eipt mepl ob yéypamras 
wnt BodnToc, ws Bodyta elvar tov lwavyny, nab tov-Tou Thy 
N 9 A ? , A > ¢ € & ¢ 
dovny év th épnuy Body Eyeynate THN OAON Kypioy. Svadn- 
, ¢ ¢ 4 \ 9 A A A A“ 
potepov S€ o ‘Hpaxréwv trepi ‘Iwdvvov kal tav mpodnrar 5 
StakapBavwv, dnoiv ote ‘O rAoyos pev 6 Ywrynp éorep, 
‘ e@ 2? a 
dwnk dé 7 €N TH EpHmw 7 84d “Iwavvou Stavooupévn, 


9. The only alteration necessary 
is the omission of 7 before Aéywr (H 
after €1). The ov must qualify d4\7- 
Gever, not Aéywr. Huet follows the 
reading of Codex Regius which con- 
tains the 7 and omits the 6, thus 
joining the two sentences and pro- 
ducing an unintelligible statement. 

10. MHilgenfeld, in his critical 
note, is misled by a misstatement of 
Delarue’sreproduced byLommatzsch. 
The uy (after 6 5é) is not wanting 
in the Bodleian. 

5. 3. ws] It is remarkable that 
while Codex Venetus omits the ws, 
its copy Codex Bodleianus inserts it. 
But the scribe of the latter may very 
well have inserted it from the Latin 
of Ferrarius, ‘ut clamante Iohanne’: 
the want of some such insertion for 
grammar’s sake would be quite ob- 


vious. For the construction we may 
compare a fragment of Origen in an 
unpublished Catena at Venice (Bibl. 
Marciana Graec. xxvii.) Spa 5¢ ef d¥- 
vaca Tacav Thy ypaghy...dunyobsevos 
elrety cuverrnxeva...ws evar Td wap 
ypdupa rod vouov xal mpopyruy xal 
Twv Norway ypadwy dxd Tod Tovobde 
wnhod, @ Kat xpioa: Sef rods TwY yh 
Brerdvrwv dpbarpods. 

7. &iavoovnérn] Heracleon twice 
uses vocioOa, as he here uses d&a- 
voeicba, of a higher power symbol- 
ised, represented, made intelligible, 
so to speak, (as far as is possible), on 
earth by an earthly being. Cf. Frag. 
8 (Orig. Comm. in Ioann. vi. 28) sep 
Tov mpoowmou rovrou(?) dia rod *Iw- 
dvvov voounévov, and Frag. 85 (Orig. 
Ibid. xiii. 48) Oeporas wéuwet rods 
did Tv wabnrwv vooupévous dyyéXous. 


THE EXTANT FRAGMENTS OF HERACLEON. 57 


nxX0S 8€ Taca TWpohyntrixnyn Takts. Nextéov Se mpds avrov, 
Ort domep "EAN AAHAON CAATITZ G@NEN AG ovdels Trapa- 1 Cor. xiv. 

10 CKEYAZETAI EIC TIOAEMON, Kal O ywpls sramHc exov rNODCIN 
pvarnpicoy a MPOHTEIAN ryeryove XaAKoc HYGON H KYMBAAON Cf. 1 Cor. 
AAAASZON, OVTWS Ef pndev EoTUV erepov 7 IXos 4} mpodnricn tH 1, 2. 
dovn, Tas avatéuTrav nuads ém avrnv 6 Ywryp Epeyndte, Jo. v. 39. 
gyal, Tac rpadac, STI YMEIC AOKEITE EN AYTAIC ZWHN AIGNION 

15 éEXeIN’ Kal EkeiNAl EICIN al MapTYPofcar kat Ei émicteyete Marcei, Jo. v. 46. 
émicteyere AN MOI, Trep | rap €Moy €KEINOC erpaye” rat Kadadc “a xv. 7, 
ETTPODHTEYCE Trepi YMOQ)N “Hcalac, AEPOON ‘O Aaoc oyToc TOIC ae Tz: 
XEIAECI ME TIMA; OUK Olda yap El TOY donpov "IXOv mwapadekerat xxix. 13. 
TLS EVAGYWS VITO TOD LwTHpos erraweicOa, 7 eet. Tapa- 

20 oxevacacOar amd Tay ypadav, ws amd dwniic cdAmirroc 
ép’ as avatrepropeOa, eis tov mpds tds ayTiKxeipévas 
évepyeias ToAepwov, AAHAOY Qwniic Hyoy Tuyxavovaons. Tiva 
dé Tpomrov, eb 7) ayatrny elyov ot mpodjtas nal Sia rodro 
YAAKOC yoay nyovvTEs, 7 KYMBAAON AAdAAZON, Erb TOV HYoV 

25 QUT@V, WS exelvor eiANhacw, avatréwres 6 KUpLos wpernOn- 
copuevous ; ove olda 8 brrws ywpis macns KaTacKeUns atro- 
paiverar Thy havnv oixerorépav ovaav TP NOY NOYoOv 
yiver Oat, bs Kal THY yuvaixa eis avbpa petatlbecOar. 


The usage may well have sprung 
from Rom. i. 20 ra yap dépara av- 
Tov do krloews Kébapou Tots roijuacw 
voovueva xadopara. We may com- 
pare also Origen’s own use, Comm. 
in Ioann, xx. 12, ovx &orw dre 6 xara 
rov "Inooiv rpomixws voovpevos avOpw- 
mos ouk émedjyer Tw Bly, and Ibid. 
Xx. 29, pdvov rod xara Tov LDwripa 
voounévou avOpwrou apynbev qv pwr. 

8. 7xos] With the implied dis- 
paragement of the Prophets may be 
compared Hippolytus, Refut. vi. 35, 
mavres ouv ol mpopjrac Kal 6 vduos 
EXdAnoav dd rot Snuoupyod, pwpot 
Aévyer Oeod pwpol ovdey elddres. He- 
racleon’s explanation of Adyos, pwr}, 
7xos, and the possibility of a change 
from one to the other, is obscure, 
It may point to some theory of a 
gradual revelation culminating in 


that of the Zwrip (cf. Irenaeus, 1 
vii. 3). All the Valentinian sects 
recognized to some extent the reve- 
lation of the Old Testament: pos- 
sibly Heracleon did so to a greater 
extent than most. Cf. Frag. 20, 
where the Jews are placed above 
mwdyres ol wpo vopou kal oi €Ovexol. 

28. perarlOecbar] The ‘ Vermédnn- 
lichung’ of the female was taught 
in the Anatolic School. Cf. Ez- 
cerpta ex Theodoto, § 21, ra obv dppe- 
vexd meta TOU Aéyou cuverradn, TA On- 
Nuka 6é dwravipwhévra évoirat Tots 
ayyéXos Kal els wrAjpwna xwpet did 
Toiro ) yuvn els dvdpa perarlOecOat 
Adyerat, kal 7 évravOa éxxdrnola els 
dyyéXous, where by Aéyerar are in- 
troduced words very similar to those 
of Heracleon. 

We should also compare with dov- 


58 THE EXTANT FRAGMENTS OF HERACLEON. 


Kal ws é€ovciay Exywv tod Soypativey nai micteverOas nai 
/ a \ > 

Tpoxonrey, TO HX nov EcecOat THY Els Povny pwErTa- 30 
Bornv, paOnrod pév yopav Sidovs TH peraBarrAovey eis 
Adyov dwvy, SovrAov Sé tH amd Hyov eis Povnv? xal et pev 
orws mote muavernta Edepev eri TH alta KaTacKevacat, 
Kav nywvicdpela trept THS TOUTwY avaTpoTAs, apKel Se eis 

6] A e 9 4 9 4 e 4 
avatporny 7 amapayvOnros amdpacts. Sep Sé varepeeE- 35 
peOa év tois mpd TovTwy ékeTacal, Tas Kexivntas, VOY hépe 
SiaraBopev. 6 pev yap Yornp, xara tov “‘Hpaxréova, 

ry oA \ , 9 U > A \ e s 

g¢ynciv avtoy kal TipOmHTHN Kal “HAian, avtes dé éxatepov 
TOUT@Y apveitaL. Kal TIPOMHTHN pev Kat HAAN 6 Lwryp 

9 \ 9 A 4 9 Q Q 9 4 \ A 9 “~ ‘ 
€TAaV AUTOV NEY, OVK AUTOV GAAG TA TEPL GUTOD, Hai, 40 
SiSacKel, orav Sé MEIZONA TPOMHT@N Kal EN FENNHTOIC 
TYNAIK@N, TOTE aUvTOV Tov ‘Iwavyny yapanrnpi€es. 
avtos 8é, dnal, rept éauTod épwrapevos atroxplverat 

e t ’ \ \ 2 7 . ¢ t ¢ a 

6 "Iwavyns, ov Ta wept avtov' Sanv 5€ Bacavoy nets 
mept tovTwy Kata TO Suvarov tremoinpeda, ovdéey amapa- 45 
pvOnTov éavTes THY AEyouevwv Spwv cuyKpivat Tots ware 

a A , 
‘Hpakdéwvos, are ov eEovciav Exovtos Tod Neyey 6 BovreTat, 
a p, ? 
aropavieiot, mas yap oT wept Tov wept auTdv éoTe TO 


32 dwg] puvhy 7. 34 tywricdueda] trywnobueda. 
hou dé x.7.A.& passage intheEzcerpia, ms. is impossible. The alteration of 


§ 57, rod pév, pdppwots Tod wvevpart- 
Ko, Tod 8é, pwerdbects rot Wuxixov ex 
SovAelas els éXcvdeplay. In the pre- 
ceding section the allegory of Gal. iv. 
is interpreted by making Israel repre- 
sent 6 wvevparixés, and (apparently) 
the children of the bondwoman cor- 
respond to the wuxixol (cf. dray otv 
Ta Wuxixa éyxevtplcOy). Thus the 
gwvyn here may represent the rvevpa- 
rucol who are given as viuda: to the 
angels, while 7yos corresponds to the 
yuxixol. But it is dangerous to pur- 
sue such hints at interpretation into 
too great detail. The Excerpta offer 
yet another parallel in § 79, “Ews ody 
dudppwrov, gaciv, ere 7rd omépua, 
Onrelas éorl réxvov' poppwhev 5é pere- 
ré€On els dvdpa. 

32. dwg] The dw 4 of the 


Cod. Venetus pwry f is so far right 
that it gives the required dative. 
But the conjecture contained in the 
margin of Cod. Bodleianus is right, 
Taxa 7d*H wapé\xez. We may with- 
out hesitation adopt the reading 
our. 

48. wept raév wept atrdy] The 
omission of rév wept in the Editicns 
is due to its erroneous omission in 
Cod. Regius, where however a later 
hand has inserted ra wepl inter lineas. 
The words are necessary to the con- 
text, as Heracleon has shortly before 
classed the assertions rd Hay abrds 
xal xpog¢jrny elva. among the ra wepl 
avrod as opposed to those by which 
abrov Tov "Iwdvyny xapaxrnplga. The 
wept Tov is perhaps awkward, but it is 
exactly parallel to the succeeding wept 


Pa 
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HAian avroy Kat TIPOMHTHN elvat, Kal wept avTod Td 

9 \ 9 “ a a > a IAN A LY 
50 MPWNHN auTov elvyat BO@NTOC EN TH EPHMG, OUOE KaTa TO 
TUYOY TelpataL arrodetKvivae’ GANA YpHTaL trapadeiypare, 
¢; \ N 9 e \ 3 UL @ b le) 
éte Tad rept avrov oltovet évdvpata jv Erepa avroid, 
kal ovx av épwrnbeis wept trav évduparap, ef avTos 


eln ta évdupata, amwexptOn av to Nai. 
évdvuata Td elvat Tov "HAlIaN TON MEAAONTA EpyecOal eorey Mt. xi. 14. 


ToS yap 


5) t ) ! ) 9 \ A, , > ¢€ A 
Iwavvov, ov mavu ti Kat avtTov Bewpa’ Taya Kal’ nas, 


ws Seduynucha Sinynoamévous TO EN TINEYMATI KAI AYNAME! Le. i. 17. 


’HAioy, Suvayevov mas AéyerOar TovTO TO TINE{~Ma “HAioy 
9 U 9? “a 9 ‘ A , > 
éy Suvapet elvas tHS "Iwavvov wuyns. OGédov 8 ete wapa- 


59 Od\wy & Exc) Oédovres. 


avrod. Ferrarius had the true text 
before him in Cod. Venetus, but he 
has missed the point of the passage 
by putting the following ‘Vox cla- 
mantis’ in the same class as ‘Pro- 
pheta.’ 

55. The absence of écrw in the 
Editions is due to another error in 
Cod. Regius. 

59. év duvduer elvac] It is hard 
to get any satisfactory meaning out 
of these words, or to see how they 
can be an interpretation of év wvev- 
pare kal duvduec "HXlov. Thorndike 
conjectures évduua elvac. This suits 
very well the context in which the 
words stand. 

Gé\uv 6 érc] The reading 6édov- 
tes, which is found in Cod. Mona- 
censis, is corrupt, and the insertion of 
5¢ by Cod. Venetus does not restore 
the true text. The subsequent \éyoe 
76 cannot be right. For a similarly 
impossible optative which has been 
allowed to remain, cf. Origen Comm. 
in Ioann. xili. 59, ely pvats rijs ldoews 
yevonévmn ry olkely ris dvamratcews 
dpOup. The scribe of Cod. Regius 
has probably stumbled by an itacism 
on the right reading, Adve 7rd. If 
this be so, & nominative singular 
participle and a connecting particle 


are required, and @é\wy 6éé, or more 
probably 0é\wy 8 &r, would seem 
best to fulfil the required condi- 
tions, The introduction of a fresh 
stricture by means of &r dé is cha- 
racteristic of Origen ; 3¢ alone is hardly 
strong enough to suit the context; 
ef. ii. 8, xiii. 51, and just below, &rc 
5é od udvos ‘Hpaxdéwv x.7.A. And the 
following sentence ov caxGs ev... .ov rd- 
vu 5¢ étnracpévws is 80 thoroughly in 
the style of Origen’s criticisms of his 
opponent, that the passage must 
surely contain a piece of Heracleon’s 
Commentary. For the exact phrase 
compare Origen c. Celsum iv. 88 
(Philocalia xx. L. xxv. 150) 6é\wy 
0 Ere dtd TAccOvwy...dwropjva:, where 
Origen states the argument of Celsus 
before he proceeds to refute it. If 
the 11 of QOEAQINAETI was cor- 
rupted by itacism to O, the letters 
ONAETI might easily become 
ONTEC in the hands of a scribe 
who did not pay great heed to the 
context. Hilgenfeld has naturally 
omitted the passage in his collection 
of the Fragments, but there were not 
the same reasons for omitting the 
next sentence xal wdduy x.7.X. where 
the A\éyec can only refer to Heracleon. 
The proposed alterations restore the 
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7. Ibid. vi. 15 (R. tv. 180; L, 1. 222). 


Jo. i. 26, 


3 "Atrekpinato aytoic 6 laannuc Aérwn Era Bantize> én YAaTi° 


mecoc [Aé] YM@N EcTHKEN ON YMEIC OYK O1AaTE, [ayTdC ECTIN 6] STricw 
MOY €pyOMeENOC, [OY] OYK Emi Era AzZioc fNa AYCO aYTO? TON IMANTA 
TOY YmoAHMaToc. 6 pev “Hpaxdéwv oletas, te Arroxplveras 
6 "Iwavyns tots éx tav DPapicaiwv TrephOetary, ovs 
mpos 0 éxetvos Emnpwtwy, GAX 8 adros eEBovXerTo, 
éavtov AavOdvwy STL KaTryopEel TOD mpodirov auaGlas, ef ye 
GAO épwTwpevos Trept GAXov arroxpivetar ypn yap Kat TovTO 
gduratreacOar ws ev Koworoyia apaptnua TUyyavoyv. nueis 
5é hapev Ste padiota pds Eros éotly 4 amréKpiots’ mMpds 10 
yap 76 Ti oYN Bamrtizerc, ei cY oyK ef 6 ypictéc; Ti dAXO éxypHpy 
eltrelv, 7) TO iStov mapactica, Barticopa cwopaTixdrepoy 
tuyxyavov; “Era yap, dnolv, Bamtizw én YAaTi’ ab todro 
elrav Tpos Td Ti OYN Bamtizeic; mpos TO Sevrepov, Ei cy oYK ef 
6 ypictéc, SofoAoylay rept THs mponyouuévns ovalas Xpiorov 
Sunyetrar, Ste SUvamwy tocavrny éyet, ws Kal adparos elvas TH 
Oevdrnte avtov, mapwy travti avOpuTr@, Tavti 5é nat drm ro 
Koop cuptrapectevomevos’ Strep Snrovrat Sud tod Mécoc 
YMON €CTHKEN. 


Jo. i. 25. 


oq 


5 


2 de] ins. intra lineas, 
pr. man. 


11 Ti ody] ins. intra lineas. 


Td 
12 7d] 7é (sic). 


7. 1. dwexplvaro] There is other 
authority for this reading, LT>U 
and some cursives (vid. Tischendorf, 
in loc.). I have retained the 6é 
and the airds éorw 6, as they are 
added apparently prima manu. But 
when other similar phenomena in 
this ms, are taken into consideration 
it appears more than probable that 
they were not in the ms. from which 


8 od] ins. intra lineas. 


abrés éorw 6] om. in txt. sed in mg. add. 


7 A\avOdvwr] pay Odvwr. 
rt EdNo exphv] rh dAdo xpAy (sie). 


it was copied. Thus one of the three 
references to Origen in Tischendorf’s 
critical note must in all probability be 
omitted, as also one of those quoted 
in support of the insertion of 8. 

12. The ré ro of the Editions is 
due to the scribe of Cod. Regtus, 
who inserted both the error and its 
correction which he found in his ex- 
emplar. 
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8. Ibid. vi. 23 (R. tv. 138; L. 1. 284). 


‘O 8é ‘Hpandréwv 1d Mécoc YMOn cTHkel yoly avti Tov Jo. i. 26. 

"H8n wapeots cal éotiv dv T@ Koo Kal ev avOpaT@ 

kal éudavyns cotiv 48n maow vpiv. Sid tovtwy dé 

meptatpel TO Tapactabey trepl rod Statrepoitnxévas avrov 0’ 

dXov TOU KOcpOoV. REKTEOV yap Mmpos auvToV’ qWédTE yap ov 

wapeotiv; mote € ovK Eat ev TO Kdoum; Kal TadTa TOD 

evaryyediou NéevyovTos "EN TH Kdcmw HN, Kal O KOCMOC AI AYTOT Jo. i. 10. 

éréneto. Kal 1d tovto nal ovTot, mpos ods 6 Noxyos 6 “ON Jo. i. 26. 

YMEIC OYK OIAATE, OVK OldacLY aUvTOD, érel OVSéW TOU KOTMOU 

10 €€eANAVOacry, ‘O Se KdcMOC AYTON OYK EFNW. Totov 5é ypdvov Jo. i. 10. 
Suédevtre Tod ev avOpwre civat; 7 ove év 'Hoaia qv, réyovte 
TInefma Kypioy ém” émé, oY eiNeken eypicé me’ wai “Emdanuc Ia. lxi. 1. 
€reNOMHN TOIC €Mé MH ZHTOYCI; Aeyerwoav Sé ef pr) Kal ev a = 
AaBiéd jv, ove ad’ avrod Néyovte ’Erd Aé KATECTAOHN BaciAeyc 20. _ 

1sYm aytoy émi Cidn dpoc Td SrioN ayTO¥, Kal dca éx mpoodrov wae 
Xptorod ev rarpmois avayéypartat. Kat ri pe Set Kal’ Exacrov 
amobexviva, SvacEapiOuntov dvtTws, Tapactiaat évapyas 
Suvapevoy, ort ael ev avOpwr@ jv, mpos TO édeyEat ovy vyLas 
eipnuévov T0”HSn wapeate nal éotiy év Koop@ Kai év 

20 advOpary els Sinynow mapa To ‘Hpaxdéwve tov Mécoc YMON Jo. i. 26. 

EcTHKEN; ovK amriOavws Sé trap’ avT@ AéyeTas Ste TO ’OTicw 

Moy €pydMeNoc TO mpddpopmoy etvar tov ‘Iwavyny Tod 

Xpicrod dnrot* arnOas yap worrepel oiKxétyns earl mpo- 

Tpéyov Tov xuplov. todd 8é amdovaorepov Td Oyk eimi Azi0c Jo. i. 27. 

Na AYCW AYTOY TON IMANTA TOY yrroAHMaToc éFetAnder, Sri ovde ) 

THS GTLLOTATNHS UmNpetias THS mpos Xpeorov ak£wos 

elyat 81a Tovrwy 6 Bamrriatys Gporoyel. WAnV peta 


en 


25 


18 durduevov] duvapyévw, 


8, 12,13. eudavds éyevdunvy] The Hilary and Ambrosiaster. 


quotation does not agree exactly with 
the LXX., which has 'Eudarns éyev%- 
Onv rots éue un éwepwrucw, etpéOnv 
rois €ue ph {nrovow. In Romans the 
clauses are transposed, and 8. Paul 
has ¢yevdunv. The exact form is 
found in two Latin sas. (d, e) and in 


17. ducetaplOunrov dvrws] An awk- 
ward phrase, but the correction in 
Cod. Venetus dvcetapl@unrov dSvros is 
no better. It has been plausibly 
suggested that we should read duc- 
efapOuhrov Svrwy TOP wapacrica 
évapyws Suvauévuw. 


Mt. xxii. 
32. 


Cf. Le. 
Xvili. 19. 
Jo. xiv. 28. 
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TavTny Thy éxdoxny ovK amriBavws VroBéBAnKe TO OUK eyo 
eit ixavos, iva be’ éue xatérXOn aro peyéOovs xal 
capka AGBn ws vrddynpa, Twepl Hs eyo NOyov aro- 30 
Sobvas ov Svvapat, ovdé Sinyyaoacbar, 4 émerdoas 
THY Tept aUTHS olKovomtay’ ddpérepov Sé nal peyado- 
gvéorepoy 6 avtos ‘Hpaxdéwv koopov td vrodnpa éxdeEd- 
poevos, petéotn emt ro aaeBéorepov amodnvacOar Tadra 
wavra Seiy dkovecOat xalt wept trod mpoowov 35 
tovtov Sta tod ‘Iwavvouv voovpévov, oletar yap Tov 
Snucoupyov Tod Kocpou, éXaTTOva OvtTa TOU XptoTo?, 
ToDTO Gpmoroyety Sia TovTwy Tav rAé-ewr, brrep éoT? 
mTavrwv aaeBéotatov' 6 yap mTéuas avTov TaThp, 6 TeV 
ZWNTON OEdc, WS avTos "Incods waptupe?, Tod "ABpadm xat Tov 40 
Icadk Kat Tod lakwB, o dba ToUTO KUpLosS TOU ovVpavod Kal Tis 
ys, OTL TeToinkev avTa, otros Kal povos ayaos, Kat pelSov 
tod meudOévros’ ef S€ Kal, ws mpocipnxaper, adporepoy 
vevontat Kal was 6 Kéopos vTddnpa elvar TOD "Incod 


T@ ‘Hpaxréwvt, aAX ove oluat Setv cvyxataribeo Oar. 45 


35 xpoowrou] Cod. Bodleianus habet in margine raya delet rob Snsuoupyod, 
post quod, alia manu, xadws éxeu. 43 wpoeiphxapyer] rpocephkaper. 


29. «Karé\6y] This passage a- 
grees with Heracleon’s Italic posi- 
tion. Cf. Hippolytus Refut. vi. 35, 
Wuxixoy pact ro cwua Tod "Inood ye- 
yovévat kal dia rovro éwl rov Bawric- 
aros TO wmvetua ws wepiorepd KaTe- 


ApAvVe. For pwéyeOos cf. Irenaeus 1. 
xiii, 3. 
30.  vwédnua] May we see in 


the interpretation of trédnua as Koo- 
Mos, & groping after the idea of the 
Lord having taken ‘humanity’ upon 
Himself, though only as a vmddnpna 
which the Aéyos laid aside? 

35. The suggestion of the margin 
of the Bodleian deserves attention. 
But rovrov is unnecessary, and per- 
haps rod Snuiovpyod should be substi- 
tuted for it; or should we read roi 
Oeod instead of it? In this case we 
must suppose that Origen wrote deot 


where we should have expected &y- 
puoupyod, which was probably what 
Heracleon’s ipsissima verba con- 
tained, in order to emphasize the 
impiety (érl rd doeBéorepovy) of He- 
racleon’s interpretation. But ro¢rov 
is not impossible. 

36. voouuévov] See Frag. 5 (note). 

37. &ddrrova bvra] We may perhaps 
compare Hipp. Refut. vi. 86, &yrw (4 
Snusoupyos) SdaxGels bxd THs codlas 
rov xpelrrova, though there the re- 
ference is to the Father Himself, In 
the fulness of time the Demiurge is 
made to confess before men hig gu- 
perior ; hitherto he has kept secret 
the mystery of the seons revealed to 
him by Sophia. Cf. also Frag. 40 
(Orig. xiii. 59) Sri ebmioros 6 Syue- 
oupyés. 
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9. Ibid. vi. 24 (R. rv. 140; L. 1. 287). 


TayTa én BuOaBape éréneto mépan Tot lopddnoy, Stroy FN Jo. i. 28. 
"lwanNHC BamTizwn., 67e pev ayeddv ev maot Tois avti- 
ypados xeiras Tayta én BuOania éréneTo ovx ayvoobdpev, xat 
gouxe TOUTO Kal Ett TpoTepov yeyovevar’ Kal Trapa ‘Hpaxdréwve 

5 yoov BHOaNian avéyvapev. 


1 BnbaBapa] ByOapa. éyévero] bis, 


10. Ibid. vi. 388 (R. Iv. 159; L. 1. 271). 


lady év r@ tém@ o ‘Hpaxréwv yevouevos, ywpis tacns 
katacKeuns Kal trapabécews paptupiov aropalverat, Tt TO 
pév "Amnoc TOY Oe0Y ws TpOdE THe dyaly 6 Iwavyys, Jo. i. 29. 
70 Sé'O aipa nN THN AMAaPTIAN TOY KOCMOY WS TEPICCOTEPON Le. vii. 26. 
S5TpOmHToy. Kal oleras TO wev mpoTepov Tept Tod au- 
patos avtTov AéyerOa, TO 5é Sevtrepoyv mwepl Tod év TO 
TWMATL, TO TOV AGpvov aTEAH elvat év TO THY Tpo- 
Batwv yévet, ottw Sé nal rd capa trapabéces Tod 
évotxovvTos aut@. TO dé TéreLoy ef EBovrAETO, Pyal, 
IOT@ TWPATL wapTUpHoal, KpLov elev av TO wENAOV 
QvecBat. ovy nyodpat Sé elvar avayxatov peta THr- 


10 cdpart] cape ro. 


9. 1. Since Cod. Monac. a few lines 
lower down reads ByfaBapa, we must 
probably conclude that ByGapa is due 
to the scribe’s error, arising from 
the omission of Ba between two very 
similar syllables. At the same time 
it should be noticed that the reading 
Byéapa is found in a Syriac ms. (See 
Tischendorf in loc. (syr. » sem. 2% 
Or. * 140, 142, 280), 

As bearing on Tischendorf’s note 
it may be well to state that while 
Cod. Monac. reads ByOaBapa in the 
second instance where the word oc- 
curs on p. 140 (of Delarue’s fourth 


B. 


elev Gy To] elrety atbro. 


volume, as quoted by Tischendorf), 
Codd. Ven. et Bodl. read ByOapd in 
both places. On p. 142 Cod. Monac. 
reads BydaBapa, on p. 280 (Comm. in 
Ioann. xiii. 60) BnOapda. On Hera- 
cleon’s Biblical text, see the note on 
p. 74 (Frag. 18, Jo. iv. 17). 

10.6, 7. rov év r@ cwyuart] This in 
conjunction with Frag. 8 establishes 
Heracleon’s ‘Italic’ position, which 
otherwise could not be very clearly 
proved from the Fragments. Cf. 
Hippolytus (Refut. vi. 35), yéyove to 
Wuxi, KT. 


Jo. ii. 14. 


Heb. ix. 7. 


Jo. ii, 14. 
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13. bid. x. 19 (R. tv. 194; L. L 388). 
“Tdwpev Sé xal ra ‘Hpaxdéwvos, 85 gyno THy eds ‘lepo- 


coNUpa avodov onpaivery THY ATO TAY UALK@Y Ets TOV 
puxtKxov TéToVy, TUyYXavoVTA eiKova THS lepovetarn py, 
dvaBac.iw tod Kkuplov. ro Sé E¥pen én tq iepg@, xa 
ovy) mpovaw, olerar eipnaodas UTép TOD wy THY KAHOLY 
povnv vonOjvac tHv yopls rvevpatos BonbetcOas 
UmTO TOU KUplou’ tPyeiTaL ydp Ta pev Ayia TaV adylov 
elvat TO iepOn, els &@ MONOC 6 Apylepeyc eiolet, Oa olwas 
QUTOV NEyety TOUS TveuypaTiKors ywpely Ta Se TOD mpo- 
vaov, d7ov Kxat of Aevirat, cupBorov elvat trav 
éEm tod mAnpwmatos Wuytkoyv evpioxopévwv éy 
cTwTnpia. IIpés rovrots toYc ey pickOmMéNnoyc 
éN Tg jiepa@ mMwAOYNTAC Bdac Kai mpdBata Kal Tre- 
PICTEpAC, KAI TOYC KABHMENOYC KEpMaTicTac é£edéEaro 
Neyer Oar avTl Tov wndev yapets Si8dvTwv, GAN épro- 


1 els] om. 


13. 1. els has been rightly sup- 
plied by Cod. Bodleianus. 

Thy els x.7.X.] This sentence can 
only mean that the Lord’s journey 
from Galilee to Jerusalem symbo- 
lises the journey from the ddd 
(cf. Fragg. 12 and 40) to the yuxexds 
témos, which réros is an elkay or 
image of the Jerusalem above. Cf. 
Excerpta ex Theod. § 59. If we 
compare this with Hippolytus we 
may deduce as a reasonable conjec- 
ture that Heracleon spoke of the 
Hebdomad, the abode of the Demi- 
urge, a8 an elxwy of the Ogdoad which 
was the abode of Sophia, or from 
another point of view was Sophia 
herself. This will account for the 
distinction between ‘Iepovcadju and 
‘lepooéAupa which the mss. have faith- 
fully preserved. Cf. Bishop Light- 
foot’s note on Gal. iv. 26. Perhaps 
in 1. 3 we should read rs dvw ‘Iepov- 


2 onualvew] onpalve. 


5 rpovdy] trav dvw. 


oaNn. 

5. «povdy] The ray dyw of the 
Mss. i8 impossible, Neander’s con- 
jecture rp vag is in the right direc- 
tion, but should we not read wrporty 
(cf. 1. 9, ra 52 roi xpovdov)? Other- 
wise we must suppose, either that 
the meanings of vads and lepdr had 
been practically reversed by Hera- 
cleon’s time, or that he was ignorant 
of their usage. And even then the 
change to wpovaov in 1. 9 would be 
awkward. 

5, 6. The distinction of «dfs 
ovn h xwpls wvedparos agrees with 
the division of men in Hipp. Refut. 
vi. 34, karotxyrhptoy wore per Wuy fs 
Hovns...wore de puxis cal Adéywr. See 
also Excerpta ex Theod. § 58, durdyes 
Thy éexx\nolav dyadaBayr ro éxhexrdv xal 
TO KAnTOV, TO wey wap Ths rexoboys 
TO WvEevpLartKoY, TO Se éx THs olxovoulas 
Td Wuxtxov. 


5 
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, N , A A 4 bd A e \ wv 

piav Kat xépdos tHhv Tov Eévwv eis TO iepov elaodov 
/ A 3»9/ , \ 4 4 

voptlovTanv, Tov (dtov Képdous Kal Purapyuptas Everev 
Tas ets THY NaTpetav TOD Deod Buaias yopnyovrvTop. 

\ \ ' \ A 6 > / e \ a 
Kai TO PpareAAION O€ wemotnaOas Ex cyoLViwy UTO TOU 
‘Inaod, ovyl map’ adXov NaBovtos, tStoTpdmws atraryyédXet, 
Neyov TO PparéAAION EsKOva TUYYXavELV THS SUVapEews 
Kat évepyelas Tov aylov TvEevmaTos, ExpuaarvTos TOS 
yetpovas Kai dno. To paréAAIon Kal To Aivov Kal 
THY cLVvOOVva Kat boaToLaUTa ELKOVva THS SuVapEews Kal 
THS évepyelas elvat Tod dylov WvevpaTos. erevra 
e “A x, A A 4 e v > or 
EavT@ TpocetAnpe TO 1) yeypaupevov, ws apa eis EvrNov 
édédeTo TO PpayérAtoy, OTrep EVAOv TUToOv exrAaPov eivat 

A A , 4 a , bd A \ 
Tov aotavpod, dyci Tovt@m Te EVA avnrAadocOat Kal 
nhavicbar tovs xuBevtas éxmopovs Kal mwacav tHv 
Kaktav. Kat ovx old Straws drAvapav dynow éx Svo TrovtTwv 
Tpaywatwv dpayérrtov KkatacKkevalecOat, Entav To 
e \ a » A , 9 \ 3 A 
vo Tov “Incotd yevouevov. Ou yap éx Séppmartos, drat, 
vexpov émoinaev auto, iva THv éxkAnTlav KaTa- 
OKEVATH OVKETL AHCTON Kal éumopwy CTHAAION, GAG Mt. xxi. 13, 
3 A A Cf. Jer. 
OiKON TOY MaTpdc auTov' Aextéov Sé TO avayKatoTaTov ¥:; 41. 
wept THS BeotnTos Kal ex TaV PnTaY TOVTwY Tpos avTOV. et 

? A Q 

yap To év ‘lepocoAvpois iepoy OIKON TOY LOiov TaTpéc dyowy 
elvat 0 Inaovs, rodTo 5é 76 tepov eis SoFay Tod KTicavTos TOV 
ovpavoy Kab THY Yynv yéyove, TAS oUK dvTiKpus SidacKopea 
40 fn ETEpOU TLVOS vowiCeLy LOY ElvaL Tapa TOV TroLNTNY OVpavod 

Kal yhs Tov viov TOD Oeod ; 


Jo. ii. 15. 
20 


2 


qn 


30 


So 
em 


14. Id. x. 19 (R. Iv. 196; L. 1. 342). 


Lpodpa Sé dmapartntas 6 ‘Hpaxdéwy olerat ro “O zAidoc Jo. ii. 17. 
TOY OlKOY COY KaTaddreTal ME Ex WpogwTrov TOV EKBAD- (levis) 10 
Oévrwy kal dvarwbévtwv vTo TOD Ywrypos Suvapewr 


14. 2. xarapayera] There is a 
difference of reading in the LXX, 


the masc. with duvduewy we may 
compare Ep. Vienn. et Lugd. ap. 


here. NB read xaragayera, A xaré- 
gaye. Cf. Origen Comm. in Ioann. 
x. 19 (L. 1. 341), 

3. duvayewv] Cf. the daluoves of 
Hipp. Refut. vi. 34. For the use of 


Euseb. H. E. v. i. § 9, rwv wpoeorn- 
KoTwY THs Todews éovo.wy, and ibid. 
§ 30, raparcurdvruy Tay TokTiKuP 
éfovg wy. 


Ps. lxix. 
(Ixviii.) 22. 


Jo. ii. 19. 
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Névyer Oat, wn Suvapevos Tov cippov THS ev TH Yardyq@w mrpodn- 
Telas THp*. cal, voovmevoy éx Tpoodmov Tay ExBANOEvTwY Kai 5 
avarwbévrwv Suvapewv réyerOar. axdrovBov Sé éore nar 
avTov Kat To “EAwKan cic TO BpadMd MOY YOAHN a@7r’” éxelvoy 
NeyerOar ev TH avT@ avayeypaupévov Warpw@ GANA’ as eixds 
érapakev avrdv Td KaTadédretai me ws pr) Suvapyevoy to 
Xpiorod amayyérrec Oar, ovy opadvta to Gos tav avOpwro- 10 
wa0av wept Oeod Kat Xpiorod Noywv. 


10 ox dpavra] ob xopwvra. 


15. Ibid. x. 21 (R. 1v. 199; L. 1. 351). 


‘O peévros ye “Hpaxdéwy 76’En tpicin dnoly avri rod "Ev 
TpiTy, Mn épevvncas, xaltoe ye émiotnoas Te "EN Tpicin, 
Tos év Tptoly 7 dvdotacts évepyetras nuépas. Ere Se at 
THY TpITHY hyol THY TrVEVMATLKHY NMEpay, ev  OlovTat 
SnrovcGat THY THS éxKANTlas avacracuv. TovTwY Se 5 
axoXovOov éott mpwTny eye elvat THY yoiKnY nwépay, Kal 
Thy SevTépay THY YuyiKnY, ov yeyeynuéevns THS éxxAnalas 
THS avacTtacews év avrais. 


6 xotkyy)] xwiKyy. 


5. voovmevov] We should expect 
this word to introduce what Origen 
considered to be the true ‘spiritual ’ 
meaning of the passage under dis- 
cussion, and not a repetition of 
Heracleon’s ‘obstinate’ interpreta- 
tion. And the agreement of vool- 
pevoy with elpuoy is very awkward. 
As it stands the passage can only 
mean that Heracleon’s interpretation 
fails because he cannot grasp the 
general drift of the prophecy, which 
he interprets as being spoken by the 
Suvduers. But the text is unsatis- 
factory, and I am inclined to suspect 
that the words vootpevov—ddyerbar 


may possibly be a marginal note 
made by the reader of some ancestor 
of Cod. Monacensis, which has crept 
into the text. For a possibly similar 
phenomenon we may compare Frag. 
40, ely pvors x.T.Xr. 

10. 0s] Does this mean simply 
‘custom, usage,’ or should we com- 
pare Origen’s use of ro &y &€e deys- 
pevov, tropicé, and perhaps ra &y 
Orig. Comm, in Ioann. xiii. 5? 

ovx dpavra] The reading of all the 
mss. Huet apparently conjectured 
ov xwpodvra, which is the probable 
source of Delarue’s note ‘Reg. (quem 
H. sequitur) od xwpobyra.’ 
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16. JLbid. x. 22 (R. Iv. 201; L. 1. 356). 


"Eouxe 5€ nal cata ta MaxnaBaixd moAXn Tis aKata- Cf.1Macc. 


, A ‘ \ Q \ \ 9 a 
oTacia yeyovevat tepi Tov Nacv Kai Tov vady, Kal ovK olda 
€ € 
ei TOTEe av@xodounOn To~ov’TOLS ETETLY 6 Vacs. 6 PéVTOL YE 


‘Hpaxréwv, unde éertatnoas tH toropia, dnoi Tov Yoro- Ct. Jo. ii. 


M@VTA TECCAPAKONTA KAl EZ ETEC! KATETKEVAKEVAL TOV 
a A \ 
vaov, eixova Tuyydvovta Tod Lwripos, nal tov $s’ 
9 \ > \ LA , b / > 4 
aptOpov ets THY UNV, TOUTETTL TO TAAGHA, avahéper: 
tov 5€ TaY TEeccapaKorTa, 6 TeTpas éoTt, dnoly, 7 
? / > \ ? 4 ‘ \ 39 A 9 4 
aT pOTTNOKOS, ELS TO EUGVTHUA KAL TO EV TO Ehuan- 
A 
pati oméppa. spa bé ei Suvarov, Tov péev pw diva Ta Téocapa 
Tov KOgpmov aTolyela ev Tols HywVvicpévols Eis TOV vaoV éy- 
acoopeva NapBaveww, Tov de s Sia TO TH Extn Huepa 
KaTatacoopeva Aap Pdvery, i Exry rjpspa 


yeyovévat tov avOpwrrov. 


11 qywropévors] dywrioepévors. 


16. 6, 7. rov S’ ap:Opov] Cf. Frag. 18, 
Heracleon’s interpretation of the six 
(as he read) husbands of the Samari- 
tan woman. With the whole fragment 
we must compare Excerpta ex Theo- 
doto § 50, \aBaw yxobv amo rijs yijs... 
Yuxny yewdn kal Udexny érexrjvaro... 
6 dé Kad’ Gpolwow thy adbrod rot 5n- 
puoupyou, éxetvds éorty by els rovrov 
évepvonody re kal évéometpey dporov- 
ody Te adT@ St dyyéAwy évOels. And 
§ 53, foxe 52 6 ‘Addu adjd\ws adrg 
Uwd TAS copias évomapey 7d omwépua TO 
aveuparikov els Thy puxnv, Scarayels, 
gnol, 5e ayyéAwy év xepl peatrov... 
IIparov oty omépua mvevparixoyv To év 
rp Adau wpoéBarev 7 codla twa Ff rd 
dcrouv  Aoyixyn Kal ovpavla Yuxn wh 
Kev7n GAA pvEdO yéuovca wvevpariKo, 
which is more closely parallel. See 
also Hipp. Refut. vi. 34, Toidro éore 
To elpnudvov...xal evepionoer els rd 
axpbcwmor avrou xvony {wis xal &yévero 
6 dvOpwros els yuxnv fwoav, and for 
the ro ev rp éeudvotpar. ordppa, 


ibid. vi. 34, xarotxyrihptov...rore dé 
yuxns cal Adywr, ofrwés clot Dédyou 
dyw0ev xarecmappévor amd Tou Kowwov 
To ®Anpwyaros Kapmrov Kal Tis codlas 
els rourow rov xbopov, KaTowkouvres ev 
TwpaTt XoiK@ pera Wux7s. 

The agreement of this passage, 
with the fragment of Valentinus pre- 
served in Clement (Strom. iv. 13), and 
his explanation of it, will be more 
conveniently considered in an ad- . 
ditional note. 

8,9. rerpds 7 arpbom\oxos] The 
reference is probably in the first 
instance to the original rerpaxris of 
the Valentinian system (i.e. probably 
the four male aeons of the Ogdoad), 
and then more generally to the spiri- 
tual nature which is incapable of 
real union with any lower nature. 
Cf. Irenaeus t. vii. 4(where he is speak- 
ing of the Demiurge’s various views 
as to prophecy) 7 ro» avOpwrov, 4 TA 
Tpoomoxny Tw Xeipdvwy (MS. xetpwr, 
Lat. pejorum). 


Jo. iv. 14. 


Cf. Rom. 
v. 15. 


2 Cor, ili. 
16. 

Cf. Ex. 
xxxiv. 34, 


Heb. x. 1. 
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17. Ibid. xiii. 10 (R. rv. 220; L. 1. 18). 


“ldwpev 5é wal ta “Hpaxdéwvos eis tos tétrous, Sores 
¢noiy"Arovov cal mpooKkatpov nai éemtrelmovoay éxei- 
ynv yeyovévas tThv Conv, cal rnv cat avrny SdFav 
Koopexn yap, dnoly, jv Kai olerat Tod KocomLANY aUTHY 
elvar arrddakw dépe ex rod Ta Opémmata TOD laxdB €E 5 
QUTHS TeTMKEVal Kal Eb pev ATOVOY Kal TpdaKatpov Kal 
émthelmovaav édauBave thy ex pépous yuoow, HTOL TH 
amo TOY ypaday auvyxplice. TeV appyTrav pnuaTrwyv, & ovK 
éfov avOpemr@ Aarnoal, Tacav Thy viv 8 écorrpov Kal 
aiviypatos ywouerny yvaow, xatapyoupévny Stray EXOy TO 10 
TéNElov, OUK av aUT@ évexarécapev. e& 5é vép ToD StaBada- 
New TA TWaNala TovVTO Trotel, eyxANTEos dv ein. “O Sé 8l8a- 
ao. vdwp 6 Lwrnp, dynow elvar éx tod mvevparos Kai 
THs Suvapews avrov, ov wWevdomevos’ wal eis TO OY mH 
AiyHcH 5é cic TON al@Nna arrodédwxev avtais rNéEFecwv obTas, 15 
Aidvios yap 4 Sw avrod, cal pyndérore P0etpop,évn, 
os kal TpwTn 7 éx TOU PpéaTos, GANG pévovea® ava- 
halperos yap H ydpic cal H Awped Tod Lwripos nua», 
kat pn avartoxopévn unde POetpopéevn ev Tm peré- 
xovtTe autns. POecpopévny Sé tHhv mparny &dovs elvat 20 
Conv, et wey THY KATA TO ypappa Ereye, SnTav THY TH TEpI- 
AIPECEl TOY KAAYMMATOC yivouévny KaTa TO TINEYMA Kal evpi- 
oKkwv, Vytws av EXeyev. et Sé wavtn POopav Karnyopel Tay 
Tmaratdv, Snrov Ort TovTO Trove’ WS wn Gpav Ta ayaOa TAN 


11 aérg) adro. 21 rhv) om. 22 ywondrny) ywoudrn 7. 


17. 19, 20. peréxovr.] Thereisno  daédre ody det apOfwa: ro xdAupma. 
difference of reading here in the mss. Tnv 7H] Hilgenfeld plausibly al- 
Delarue’s note, ‘Regius (quem H. _ ters the ry of the mss. to r#. Per- 
sequitur) ueracxovri,’ is due to Huet haps it is better to insert both articles 
and not to Cod. Regius. Huet very (cf. Frag. 1). At any rate the 4 in 
likely conjectured peracxévr. from the next line cannot be right. We 
Ferrarius (‘ particeps fuerit’). may reasonably suppose that after 

21. gynrav] With this comment yivouevny had been corrupted to y- 
of Origen we may compare Hipp. voyevnn (dative because of the pre- 
Refut. vi. 35, 8re rédos EAaBev 7 xrlois ceding wepraipéca), the r= may have 
THY awoKddupw tay éyxexadupmévny dropped out. 
kal elxe kaAuppa éwl tiv Kapdlay’ 


THE EXTANT FRAGMENTS OF HERACLEON. 73 


25 MEAAONTWN €YEIN €xetva THN CKIAN. ovK ammiOavws Sé Tod 
‘AAAOMENOY Senynoato Kal rods perarxapBavovtras Tod 
avwOev émiyopnyoupévouv mrovelws, Kal avtTovs éx- 
Br(veat eis THY éEvrépwy aidviov Swnv ta émixexopn- 
ynwéva autots. adda Kal érawel thy Yapapeitw woav 
’ / \ 9 U U A 

30 €vOerEamévny thy adstaxpiTovy Kal KaTaddrAnXAOV TH 

, e a 4 \ a bi 
pucet éEauTyns mwiativ, wy StaxpiOciaan ed ols éXeyev 
QUT}. Ee ev ovv THY mpoaiperw atredéyeto, undéev rept 
dvoews aivittopevos ws Stahepovons, Kal nuels dv cuyxate- 
OéwcBa’ ct Se TH hvoiky KatacKevy avadépe: THY THS TVvYKaTA- 
35 Oéoews aitiav, ws ov waa TavTnS Tapovons, avaTpeTrTéov 
ovx olda dé mas 6 ‘Hpaxdéwv to py 
, 3 / / a 1, . ~ 
yeypampevoy exraBwv dnote mpds to Adc moi ToYTo TO YAwp Jo. iv. 15. 
ws apa Bpayéa StavuxPeioa ve Tod AOyou éuionce 
Novwov Kal TOV TOTOV éxEeivov TOD AEyoméevou CaVTOS 
eA \ \ , A ‘ ©@ a i) 
4oudaTtos. ére 5 Kal mpos to Adc mol tof~To TO YAwp Na MH 
Aliya) MHAE Alepy~mal ENOdAE ANTAEIN Hyoly OTe TadTa Aévet 
n yuvn éppaivovea To étipoxbov kal Svordptotoy 
\ em” ? a U e / \ t 
kat atpogoyv éxeivov tov bdaros’ modev yap Seucvivar 
eyes aTpogoy elvas To Tov laxwB vdup ; 


b A \ / 
avtou Tov Koyo. 


25 éxew] Exe. 


18. Ibid. xiii. 11 (R. rv. 221; L. 1 20). 


"Ere 5€ 0 ‘Hpaxdéwv amrpos ro Aérei ayth gnot AjrXov Gre Jo. iv. 16. 
TovovTd TL NEywv’ Ei OérXets AaBetv TodTO TO Udwp, 
YTAre, PONHCON TUN ANApA coy’ Kal oleras THS Yapa- 

/ \ U ¢e A a A Y 
peitidos Tov NEyOuEeVOV UTO TOU YwrHpos dvdpa ro 


25. The text, even after fxew xal &’ abrwy xal ra rovras duoovvra. 


has beon substituted for the impos- 
sible @xye:, is unsatisfactory. The 
omission of ra dya0a would make it 
simpler, and it is possible that these 
words may be a marginal gloss, which 
has crept into the text. 

27, 28. kal avrovs éxBrAvoa] Cf. Ex- 
cerpta ex Theod. § 58, rd puxexor, 8 
avéswoev Kal avnveyxey awep avédaBe, 


33. gvcews] Cf. Fragg. 19, 44. 
Origen’s criticism of the doctrine of 
g~ucews Stapopa is one of the most 
important parts of his refutation of 
Heracleonism, as this was the deepest 
and most characteristic fault of the 
system, and indeed of gnosticism in 
general. 
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TAHPWpa Elvat AUTHS, iva ouY exelv@m yevouevyn TpOs 5 
Tov Ywripa Kopicacbas wap avrod thy Sivapev Kar 
THhv Evociy Kal THY avaKpaciy THY Tpos TO TWANPw@p_G 
autns SuvnOn ov yap amepl avbpes, gnol, coopexod 
EXeyev avty iva karéon, erreimep ove nyvoee STL OVK 
eye voptpov avdpa. mpodndws Sé évrad0a Bialerat, Néyoov 10 
avtn Tov Lwrijpa eipneévas PaNnHcdn coy TON ANAPA 
Kal €ABE ENOAdAE, SnNANODYTA TOV amo TOD TANPA paTOS 
autuyov' elmep yap Tov8’ ovtws elyev, eypny Tov dvdpa nal 
Tiva TpoTrov dwvyntéov éotat avtov eitety, tva ody avT@ 
yévntar wpos Tov LwTnpa. GAN érrel, ws 6 ‘Hpakdréwy 15 
g@nol, KaTa TO vooupevoyv nyvoe Tov voy avdpa, kara Sé TO 
atNobv naoxvveto eitreiy StL woryov ovxi bé dvdpa elye, as 
ovyi patny éotar TpoaTdccwy Oo Aéyww “Yrlare PONHCON TON 
ANApA coy Kal EAGE ENOAAE; Elra mpos ToUTO ’AAHOEéC eipHKac 
Gti &NApa oyK éxelc, pnoiy “Eqei év TO xdopp ovK elyer 2 
advdpan Lapapeites, nv yap avtTns 6 avnp dv TS aiave. 
nets ev ov avéyveopev Tlénte Andpac écyec’ mapa dé ro 


14 efrety] om. 21 Lapapeiris] Dapapelrys. 


18. 6. xoulcacOa] Grabe suggests 
koplvecOat, which is followed by Hil- 
genfeld, But there is no need to 
alter the ms. reading, which is in it- 
self preferable. 

7. Thy Evwow x.7.d.] Cf. Excerpt. 
ex Theod, § 22, éyetpoueba ovv tyuets 
iodyyeXot Tots appeow amroxaracradév- 
res...eis Evwow, and § 64, xopuefopuera 
kal avrda rods vupdlovs rods ayyéXous 
é€auruw, els Tov vun@wya évros Tou Spov 
eiolact...... els Tovs voepovs Kai alwplous 
yduous THs cuivylas. 

r\jpwua] On Heracleon’s use of 
w\j}pwna and alwy, see additional 
note p. 105. 

14. Hilgenfeld’s substitution of 
eixew for éora is possible, but it is 
simpler to suppose with Huet that 
cixecy, or perhaps dyAwoa, has fallen 
out after avroy. 

20. &xes}] Heracleon, or Origen, 


here follows the Western text. As 
Origen has twice quoted the words 
with the reading ¢xw shortly before, 
this passage may reasonably be sup- 
posed to represent Heracleon’s text, 
At the same time the retention in 
Cod. Monacensis of a less well- 
known reading in only one of several 
passages would not be unparalleled. 
Other interesting variants in Hera- 
cleon’s text are found in (1) Fr. 9, 
ByOavig. See the note in loc. (2) 
Fr. 18, & dydpas, a reading other- 
wise unknown. (38) Fr. 40, yuyip 
kal owpa. Mt. x. 28 (4) Fr. 40, 
étedevoorras (els ro oxbros TO eEebrepon), 
a Western variant for éxSA_@georra:. 
So far as we can tell he used a text of 
a Western type, but we have not 
much material from which we can 
form a judgment. 
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‘“Hpaxréwve evpopev “EZ AnApac Ecyec. Kal éppnvever ye 
THY UALKnY TWacav Kakiav SnrodaOat Sia Tov &£ 

25 avdp@v, } cuveméTNEKTO Kal eTANTLaley Tapa AOYoV 
mTopvevovaa, kat évuBptlopévn nal aberoupévn xa 
éyxaTtaXetmopmevn vm avtTav’ AexTéov Sé mpos avTov 
Ore elmep émdpvevey 1 MvevpaTiKy, nudpTavey 7 mMvevpa- 
Tuxn ei Sé nuapravey 4 amveuparixn, AéNApodN 4faQ0N ovK 

30 nV 4 TvevpaTiKn’ KaTa yap TO evaryyédtoy OY AyNaTal Mt. vii. 18. 
AENAPON 4raOON KapTTOYc TIONHpoyc éNerKeEIN. Kal SynArov OTL 
olyetat avtois Ta THs puOorrotlas. et 5&é advvarov éote TO 
draQ0N AéNAPON dépecy TIONHpOYc KapTOYc Kal APaGON AENAPON 
n Yapapeiris, ate wvevpatinn Tuyyavovca, akoXovOoy avT@e 

35 Néyew early, OTL NTOL OLK HV amapTia 7 TropvEia aUTHS, 7 OUK 
auT émopveucen. 


19. Ibid. xii. 15 (R. Iv. 224; L. 11. 25). 


‘O S€ ‘Hpaxréwv eis ta aura pnpata Ayes KVoXNMOvas CF. Jo. iv. 
Lal \ ° 
Gporoynkévas tTHv Sapapeirivy ra va avtod mpos™ 
aurny eipnuéva: Ipodnrov yap pévou, gyolv, éoriv 
eldévar Ta Tava, Yrevddpmevos Exatépws' Kal yap oi ayrye- 
50. TA ToLladTa SuvavTat eidévat, Kal 6 mTpodnTns ov Tavra 
oldev, EK mépoyc fap TIN@CKOMEN KAl EK MEPOYC TIPOHTEYOMEN, 1 Cor. xiii. 
Kav Tpopnrevwpev 7 ywveoKapev. pera Oe TadTa émawwel” 
OS MPETOVTWS TH AUTHS Hvoet Toincacay THv Yapa- 
pettiv, Kal pnte pevoapméevny pyre avTtKpUS OpmodAo- 
loynoacav Thy éauvTns aoxnmoavyny, wemTeropevny Té 
gnow avtTny, OTe wpodynrys ein, Epwrav avTov, apa 
\ > / 9 , > Ww ] f b ] 
Tnv aitiav éudaivovoay bt’ nv éEeTopvevcey, Ore 8s 
LA e) A A \ , > , 
ayvotav Oeod cal Ths Kata Tov Gedy NaTpElas aperdn- 


8 avris pice] abris pavoe. 


19. 3. mpophjrov x.7.A.] Contrast rns ob rdvra oldev of its point. 
Heracleon’s views on the prophets 12—14, 67t...auedjoacay is strange 
in Fragment 5. but may possibly be explained as an 

4, Hilgenfeld alters ra wdyra in- extension of such usages as &dfdov 
to xal ravra, an alteration which, 67. MHilgenfeld plausibly suggests 
besides having no ms. authority, dre. 
deprives Origen’s criticism 6 mpodi- 


Jo. iv. 20. 


Jo. iv. 21. 
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cacav Kal wavT@v TaY KaTa TOV Blov avTh avaynalop 
kal ddAws aet Tav év TE Bip TuyXdvovTay ov yapl; 
dv, pnoiv, avr Apxeto eri To dpéap, Ew THs wércws 
Tuyxavov, ove olda é mas évouicey éugalvecOase rH 
aitiay Tod éxmetmopvevKéval, 7 ayvotav airiap yeyové- 
var ert Tov TWANUMENNUaTwY Kal THS KaTa Oeov raTpelas. 
GAN’ Eorxe Tata ws éruyev coyediaxévar, ywpls wdons miOa- 2 
votntos. mpootiOnal re rovTos ott BovrAopévn padeiv 
TOS Kal Tive evapeoTnocaca Kal Oe@ TpocKUYyCcaca 
avTaNrXayeln Tod Topvevety, Néyet TO Oi TATEpEC HM@N 
EN T@ Opel TOYTW TPOCEKYNHCAN Kal TO EERS. oddpa 
5é dori everXeyxTa Ta eipnudva: wodev yap Ste Bovreras 25 
pabeiy, rive evapectncaca aTadXayein TOD Tropyevety ; 


25 eveeyxra] evdedeyxara. 


15 ray év] rh ék. 


20. Ibid. xiii. 16 (R. iv. 225; L. 11. 26). 


Aérei aytH 6 ‘lHcofc Micteyé mol, rynal, 6t1 Epyetar pa, Ste 
vYTe EN Tu Opel TUYTM OYTE EN ‘lepocoAYMoic TPOCKYNHcETE Ta 
Tatpi. Ore &do0fe miBavdrata ternpynxévat 6 ‘Hpaxréov év 
toutots TO ‘El pév tav mpotépav pn eipjoOat auvry 
Tlicteyé mol rynal, vdv b€ TodTO auTH mpooreTrax Gas, 5 

‘ > / \ A 9 f , ? = 
tote émeOodhwoe TO wu) arriBavov Taparnpnua, eiradv “Opoc 
\ \ U 4 A \ .] a 
ev rov StaBorov AéyeoOal, 7 TOV KdocpoYv avdToi, 


15. Grabe’s alteration of rjv into _ been the cause of her Aarpela, though 


7wv is the only satisfactory emenda- 
tion here. But this is not enough. 
Massuet’s insertion of arorvyxdyovcay 
after avayxalwy balances the sentence 
better, but then ddd\ws ruyxdvovcay 
becomes an awkward anticlimax. 
Two simple emendations suggest 
themselves, either (i) to place ayedr- 
gacay after avayxalwy, or (ii) to omit 
the xal after auedMjoacay. But it is 
doubtful if even then a possible sense 
can be obtained. 


19. xal rijs xara Geov darpelas] 
Ignorance can hardly be said to have 


Heracleon probably put it forward as 
the cause of the errors in her service. 
Origen seems to have misunderstood 
the words which he quotes. 

21. re] The wept of the Editions is 
another interesting example of the 
influence of the mistakes made by 
the scribe of Cod. Regius. Cod. 
Monac. has + (sic) which he has mis- 
taken for zepl. 

22. lx] Cod. Venetus inserts 
rpéry, but it is more natural that the 
expression here should be similar to 
that in 1. 26. 
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émeumep mépos Ev o SsaBonros SANs THS VANS, Hyoly, Hr, 
6 5é€ Kdopos TO cUpTay THS Kakias Bpos, Epnpwoy oiKy- 
10 THpLov Onpiwv, @ MpowEeKUVYOUY TaVYTES Of TPO VomoU 
1, e 9? r¢ VA n aA \ A 
kat ot €Ovixod lepocddAyma O¢ Thy KTioLY Nn TOV KTLOTHY 
6 wpocexvvouy ot. lovdaior. *AdNAd Kal Sevtépws *Opoc 
pev évopicev elvas THY KTioLY H Ot COvLKOL TpocEKUVOUY’ 
‘lepocdAyma 6€ Tov ktiorny, @ of ‘lovdaios éXNarpevov. 
15 vmets ovy, dnoly, olovel of MvevpaTtKol, ovTE TH KTiCEL, 
oUTE TO ONMLOUPY®@ TPOCKYNHCETE, GAA THO TaTpl THs 
? , s A > \ e 
arnbcias cal cuptwaparapBaver ye, dyaiv, avtTnv ws 
70 TWiaeTHY, Kal cvvaplLOpoupéevny Tots KaTa ary OeLay 


T POTKUVNHTALS. 


13 of) om. 


14 @] om. 


21. Ibid. xiii. 17 (R. Iv. 226; L. 11. 28). 


“YMEIC TIPOCKYNEITE 6 OYK OIAATE, HMEIC TIPOCKYNOYMEN 6 Jo. iv. 22. 


5] @ c U > a >? ’ ‘ \c¢ “ay ¢ 
OIAAMEN, OTIH CWTHPIA EK TON ‘loyAaiwNn ECTIN. TO “YMeEic, daov 
2» \ a ’ e a. ¢ > \ a 3 a e 
él TH reer, of Dapapeis’ bcov Se emi TH avaywyn, ot Trept 
Tas ypadhds érepddokot. tO dé ‘Hmeic, bcov eri Te pyT@, of 
5 ‘lovdaiou doov bé eri TH aAX la, &y@ oO NO tol KaT 

n nyopia, éya 0 NOYyoS, Kal Ol KaT 
éue pepoppopévot, Tv cwTnpiav Exovtes amo Tay ‘lovdaixav 


hoywy" TO yap PaNnepwOEN NYN MyCTHPION ehavépwras Aid TE Rom. xvi. 
26. 


20. 8. With the description of o 
didBoros as pépos éy SdAns ris UAns cf. 
the cosmogony of Hippolytus Refut. 
vi. 32—34, éx ris Ores ovclas Kal 
SiaBotxHs ewolncev o Snpuovpyos rats 
Yuxais Ta cwuara, and éx ris UdeKijs 
yéyovev (as must be supplied, see Hil- 
genfeld Ketzergeschichte, p. 468) elxay 
5idBodos, and rhy de amwoplay dauovwv. 

See also Irenaeus 1. v. 4, éx dé rijs 
Nuwns Ta wvevparixda THS wovnplas... 
80ev rov 5:dBodov. 

9. 0 5¢ xdouos] Here regarded as 
the world of the Devil, cf. Irenaeus, 
loc. cit. dy xal Koopoxpdaropa Kaovot, 
and Hipp. Refut. vi. 33, 6didBoros 


6 dpxwy Tov Kbopou rovrou. 

9, 10. olxnrijpiov Onplwv] Cf. Hipp. 
Refut. vi. 34, xarocxnrhptov...dray 
daluoves uy) cuvoiKwot Ty Yuxy, and 
Valentinus ap. Clem. Al. Strom. ii. 


(20, 4 Kapdla...roddwy ovoa Satwovwy 


olkynrjpiov. These passages shew that 
the phrase of the master was remem- 
bered by his pupils, and applied in 
different ways. 

11. xrlow] i.e. the world of the 
Demiurge. The distinction between 
the nations and the Jews may be 
compared with the description (Hipp. 
Refut. vi. 34) of the children of Abra- 
ham, as the children of the Demiurge. 
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2 Tim. i. 


rPApON TIPODHTIKON Kal TAC émdaneiac TOY Kupfov Hmoon 
10. 


"Incof Xpictof. Spa Se et yur) idlws xal rapa rnv axorovbiav 
Tay pntav o ‘Hpaxréwy éxdeEduevos rd “Yueic avti tod OF 10 
"lovdator, €Ovixol, Sinynoaro. olov Sé dort wpds ryy 
Lapapeiriv NéyerOar, vueis of “lovdaios, } wpds Vapapetrw, 
Upeis of COvixol; GAN ovK oldact ye ot érepddokot 3 apoc- 
Kuvovow, 6Tt WAdopa éoTi, Kal ov aAnOea, Kat wvG0s Kai 
ov myctHpia. 0 O€ mpocxuvay Tov Snuscoupyory, padoTa KaTa 15 
TON €N KpyTIT@ "loyAaion, eal Tovs AOYyous TOdS TreUpaTEKODs 
"lovdaixovs, obros 6 oie TpockyNel. odd Sé dors viv Trapa- 
TiWecOat tov ‘Hpaxréwvos ta pnta amo Tob érruyeypaypévou 
Ilétpov xnpvyuatos trapadauBavopeva nal loracBas apes 
avra éFeralovras Kal wept Tov BiBXéov, 1rorepov Tote yynatop 2 
dati 7 voOov 7 uxtov’ Siomep éExdvtes vrepriOéueOa, TadTa 
povov émionpecovpevor pépey avtov, ws Tlérpov dda£avros, 
M?) defy ea "EXAnvas Tpockuvely, Ta THS VANS Mpay- 


Rom. ii. 
29. 


8 Kuplov] Xoo. 15 ov] om. 23 xaé’ “ENAnvas] xadedip As. 


21.12. «pds Zapapetrw] This is 
strange but possible. The definite 
article in the first clause restricts the 
application to the particular subject 
of the story, while in the second 
clause it is general. But Cod. Vene- 
tus has, either intentionally or by 
itacism, improved the text, reading 
Lapapelrnv; the preceding Zapapetrw 
would easily account for the change, 
and the more general application 
suggested by the masculine is intrin- 
sically far more suitable. 

15. ov) This correction (found 
in Cod. Ven.) is necessary, whether 
we retain the «ai or not. - 

17. word de] The scribe of 
Cod. Venetus fell into the natural 
transcriptional slip of inserting x«d)- 
Nov, thus getting a more familiar 
phrase. But intrinsic and transcrip- 
tional probability alike forbid us to 
follow Hilgenfeld in retaining the 
insertion. It would make the follow- 


ing diéwep éxéyres bwepriWéueOa Mean- 
ingless, 

23. xaé’ “EXAnvas] The reading of 
the Munich ms. explains the strange 
production of its copy (Cod. Reg. 
xadedew ds) which Huet had to fol- 
low, and which led him to conjecture 
xar’ €Ovcxods. The passage from the 
Preaching of Peter is quoted at 
greater length in Clement (Strom. vi. 
5) where the last sentence stands cal 
yap éxeivo. pévor oldperoc tdp Gedy 
ywwokew ovx éxlorayra, arpedorres 
dyy&ias xal dpyayyéAos, pyvt cal 
ceNjvy. 

Origen expresses a decided opinion 
on the Preaching of Peter in the De 
Principiis, Praef. 8 (interp. Rufino) 
‘Respondendum quoniam ille liber 
inter libros eoclesiastioos non habe- 
tur; et ostendendum quia neque 
Petri est ipsa scriptura, neque alteri- 
us cuiusquam qui spiritu Dei fuerit 
inspiratus.’ 


~ 
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pata amodeyopuévous, Kal AaTpevovTtas Evrows Kal 
2500s, unde Kata lovdatous céBetv TO Oetoy, érettrep 

kal avrol pmovoe olopevos ewiatacbas Oedv, ayvootatv 

avTOV, NaTpEevovTeEs ayyéXots Kal pyvl Kal cednv7. 


24 Narpevovras] Narpevovres. 25 pnde] pajyre. 
26 povoe olopevor] povors louevor. 


22. Ibid. xiii. 19 (R. Iv. 229; L. 1. 33). 


. a a ? ° 
To wévroe ye ‘Hmeic mpockynoymen 6 ‘Hpaxdéwv olera elvas Jo. iv. 22. 
a a \ \ 
‘O év aidvt cai oi cvv avT@ ErXOovTeEs' OdTOL yap, Pyotr, 
yoecav Tivt mpocKuvodal, Kata aryHOerav tpocKv- 


voovtes. GAA Kal To"OTI H CWTHPIA EK TON “loyAaionn ECTIN, 
> \ DJ a? tA \ 3 td 9 > 9 3 9 A 
5 del ev TH lovdaia, dnaiv, éyevnOn, addr ov év auTots 


—ov yap els wavras avtovs eyAdKHce—xat Ore €£€ Cf. 1 Cor. 

éxeivou Tov €Ovous @ZAAOEN 7) TwTNHpla Kal 6 AOYOS Pe aie 

eiC THN OIKOYMENHN' Kata Sé TO voovpevon é€x TaYV lov- (xviii. 5. 

Saiwy thv cwrnplav Sunyelras yeyovévat, éreiqep ei- te 7 
lO KOVES OUVTOL TOV ev TH TWANPOpaTLe avT@ elva vopi- 

Covtar eéypny 6¢ avrov Kal Tovs am’ avtod Exactoy Tay ev 

TH Natpela Secxvivat, Tas éoTW EiKwWY TOV EV TO TANPOLATL, 

el ye pn povov hawvn TovTo Aéyovcw, GrAdAA Kai adrnOecia 

dpovovaty avTd. pos ToVTOLS TO EN TINEYMATI KAI AAHOEIA Jo. iv. 24. 
15 TIPOCKYNEICOAl TON OEON HrYOUpEVOs, Eyer OTL Oi mpoTeEpoy 

mpogkuyyntal é€vy capkl kal wNaVH TWeogeKvvoUY TO 

fn waTtpl, ore Kal TaUTOV TeTAAVATOaL TaVTAas TODS 

T POTKEKUYNKOTAS TO ONpLoupya, Kal émupéper ye 6 ‘Hpa- 

Kréwy, OTe EAASTPEYON THKTICE!, KAL OU TH KAT adXnOELaY CE Rom. 

i, 25. 


11 &kacrov] éxaorwy. 


24. Aarpevovras] The ms. read- 
ing is probably due to the following 


§ 44, rods 5¢ dppevas dyyédous rods ody 
airg éxmeud0évras. And see also 


ANarpevovres. 

22.2. 6 év ald Kal of ody airy &- 
@évres] These may be naturally iden- 
tified with the xowds rod rAnpwpyaros 
xapwos and the 70 Adyo. projected by 
him and Sophia: and, in the account 
given by Irenaeus, with the Soter and 
his angels. Cf. also Exc. ex Theod. 


Frag. 40, of rijs olxovoplas dyyedot. 

15. tryodpevos] We may perhaps 
accept Huet’s suggestion ‘scribas 
denyoupevos.’ 

19. xrloe] Heracleon probably 
refers to the second interpretation 
given in Frag. 20, which is no doubt 
founded on Rom. i, 25, 
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24, Ibid. xiii. 25 (R. Iv. 234; L. 11. 48). 


pevtou ye TO TIneYma 6 Oedc oO ‘Hpaxréwv gdyoiv Jo. iv. 24. 
\ A 0 \ } 97 e @ / A 
TOS yap Kat KaUapa Kal aopatos 7n Geia dhv- 
A 9 9 \ > 2515 e A A > \ 
Tov. ovx olda dé et édidakev nuas, Taita éreiTror, 
JEOC TINEYMA ETL. TO OE TOYC TIPOCKYNOYNTAC EN TINEY- 
\ > ‘ a “” / , / 
| AAHBEIA AEl TIPOCKYNEIN cagdnvite vomifav, dna ww 
Tod TpocKuvOUpméevou TvEVPAaTLKOS OV TapKl- 
tL yap avrol THs auTns diUacews OvTes TO TaTpt 
. €lotv, olteves Kata adnOetav Kal ov Kata 
vy tpocKkuvovc., Kaba Kal 6 amodaToAos btbaoKeL 
AOPIKHN AATPEIAN THY TOLavTnY OcowéBecar. 
de 9 A 1) 9 ‘ 9 \ e 4 (a) 
rwopev S€ ef pr) ohodpa eatiy adoeBes opoovaiovs TH 
/ \ , a 9 
‘@ dvoet nal Tappaxapia Aéyewv elvat Tos TMpocKu- 
Co) la) 3 9 9 
ev mvevpate T@ Oe@, os po Bpaxéos eltrey avTos 
KNéwov €xTeTTMKOTAS, THY Yapapeitiv rAeywv 
ATLKHS PvTgews ovoay exTeTopvevKeval. GAN 
a A Aa e 
sow [of tabta éyovres,] bre [wav to opoovaror] 
‘avtav Sextixov. et de édéEaro To Topvedoat 4 Trvev- 
a ? bd v 
pvats, 6poovatos ovoa [To ayevynt@), avoora nal abea 
A “A a“ A A 9 
Bn dxorovbei to Noy TO KAT avTOUs Trept Beod’ ovdé 
wwOnvat axivduvov éorw adANXOLS. 
‘ab 11 6poovelous] dpoovcror. 16 ol raira déyorres] om. 


rea litterarum relicta: Codex Bodleianus in margine ol raira Xé- 
wav Td dmoovatoy] mrayros, post hoc verbum relinquitur lacuna (12 


) in Codice. Cod. Bodl. in margine lows rév évayrlwy. 18 dvois] 
TP ayevvjry] om, lacuna (12 litt.) relicta: Cod. Bodl. in mar- 
yevuiry. 20 aAAjAots] aAAHAOUS. 


n Ocla] There being no nominative is required and the mar- 
his exemplar the scribe of | ginal conjecture in Cod. Bodleianus 
etus removed the difficulty _ fulfils the required conditions. 


g the last xai into 7. wav 1rd opoovotoy] On this con- 
y‘xiv Natpelav] Correspond- jecture see Additional Note C. 

‘ir nature. Cf. cal yap avrol 18. rp dyevvjrw) A conjecture pro- 
gicews Svres, and Frag. 45 ~—bably derived from Ferrarius, which 
ylwy NoyiKay ovalay. admirably suits the requirements of 


Taira A\éyovres] Some such _ the passage. 


Jo. i. 3. 


Jo. iv. 28. 


Le. xix. 10. 
Cf. Ez. 
xxxiy. 16, 


Cf. Le. xv. 
4, 11. 
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KTICTH, 09 dors Xptoros, ef ye Tanta At ayto¥ éréneto, x 
Kal y@pic ayto? éréneTo OyAEn. 


23. Jd. xiii. 20 (R. iv. 229; L. 11. 38). 


Kai rap 0 TatHp ToloyTOYC ZHTEl TOYC TIPOCKYNOYNTAC ayTON’ 
e¢ zHTEl O TIATHp, d4a TOD viod ZHTEl, TOD EANAVOOTOS ZHTAcAI 
Kal cadcal TO ATIOAWADC, obaTwas KaOaipwv Kai Taidedwv TE 
oye Kal Tois UVytéos Soypact, KatacKevaler adnOivovs mpoc- 
xuvntas. “Arrodwrévas Sé dnow o ‘Hpaxréwv ev rH Ba-s 
ela brn THs WrAaYnS TO Oixetov TO TWaTpl, Sep 
zHTeiTal fya 6 TATHP vid TaY oiKEelwy TPOCKYNATAL. 
ei pev ovv éEdpa Tov Trepl THS aTwrElas THY TpoBaTwY Noryor, 
Kal Tov amotrecévTos THY Tov TraTpOS Viod, Kav aTredeEducBa 


avrod Thv Senynow. 


pens avrod ov« ol8 8 Ti Tote tpavas tapiotadot mepl THs 
amoNwAuvias TvEevpaTLKHS phuaews, ovdévy cages bida- 
OKOVTES NUAS TeplL TOY TPOTHS aTwWAELAS AUTHS Ypovav 
} aidvwy' ovde yap Tpavody Sivaytat éavta@v Tov Aoyov. Sia 
ToUTo avrovs éxovTes Trapatrepwpoue0a, TocovTOY émratrop7- 


Cayvres. 


4 ddOwovs) adnOods rods. 


9 vloi] vio. Cod. Bodleianus habet in 


margine raxa viof, sed in txt. habet vidv. 


20. Xpicrds] In the Excerpta ex 
Theod. § 45, the section describing 
the creative work of the Soter, els 
ovolay wyayev abrd te kai [rd] rijs 
Sevrépas diabécews, is similarly closed 
with the words wdvra 5’ abrof x.7.X. 

23. 4, ddnOvots] This correction in 
Cod. Venetus restores the grammar 
of the sentence; oforwas xadalpwv 
can of course be separated off as a 
complete relative sentence, but as ofc- 
Twas, 7d drodwAdds, and mpooxuyyras 


must refer to the same, the tertiary 
predicate (contained in d\76. rods 
mpoox.) would be very awkward. 

5. dwodwdévac] There is of course 
no necessary reference here to a 
commentary of Heracleon’s on §, 
Luke, though we know from Clement 
that he commented on some part of 
it (see Frag. 50; Clem. Al. Strom. iv. 
9. 78). Here however he only ap- 
pears to have explained Luke xix. 10 
in illustration of 8. John’s words, 


P \ A eo» \ A , 
émel 5€ pvOotrovobvres of aio THS yva- 10 


= 
e 
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25. Ibid. xiii. 27 (R. tv. 237; L. m1 49). 


"Opa 8 xai tov “Hpaxréwova ti gnoiv’ Aéyes yap bn 
II pocedéyeto 7 exxrnola Tov Xpioroy, eal érémetaoto 
wept avtTov OTs Ta Tayvta povos exetvos €mriaraTtat. 


26. Jtd. xiii. 28 (R. Iv. 238; L. 1. 51). 


Jo. iv. 26. Kai o ‘Hpaxréwr 5€ dnote mpos T6’Era@ eimi, 6 AAAON cot 
ore Evarep érémetoto 7 Lapapeiris wept Tod Xpeorod, 
e ” 9 ‘ , ’ a 2 A of 
ws dpa €XOwv TavtTa atayyeret avty, donot CVivwaoke 
bt €xetvos Ov TpogdoKGs, éy@ eips 6 AAADY woe Kal 
(v4 e t e \ \ , > 
OTE WuOAOYNTEY EaUTOY TOY TpoTdOKMpEVoY EXNXAv-5 
Jo. iv.27. Oévas, "HAGON, dyoiv, oi MAOHTAI TPOC aYTON, Se’ ods 
éAnrAvOes els tHv Lapaperav. mds 5é Sa Tovs paOnras 
édnrvber eis THv Lapdpecav, oitiwes Kai TpoTepoy aura 
cuynoav; 


1 cot] post co relinquitur lacuna (4 vel 5 litt.). 


27. Ibid. xiii. 30 (R. tv. 241; L. 1. 56). 


‘O 8 “Hpaxréov THN yApian Thy Sextexny Cwgs varo- 
NapBave elvar Srabeory nai Evvorav Kai THS Suvdpeas 
THS Tapa TOD YwrHpos, HvtTiva KaTareiTovea, dot, 
Tap avUT@, TovTéaTly Exovca Tapa TS LworHApe ré 
TOLOUTOY aKEvos, ev @ éAnAUVOEL AaBeEty TO Cav Sap, 5 


4 wapa] wepl. 


25.2. 7 éxxAnola] i.e. ol rvevmarixol. to the latter word. It must mean 
Cf. Excerpta ex Theod. § 41. thought, conception, or the like, not 

27. 2. xal) The xat before 77s power of thinking or conceiving the 
dwvauews is probably right. The  dévayis. Below (1. 18) Ferrariug re- 
vdpla is the didfects and évoa which fuses to take ry voy res Supg- 
is dexrixyn THs (was Kai rhs Suvduews. pews together. Probably we should 
Hilgenfeld’s omission of the xal, there read, as here, xal fvonay xai 
which makes duvduews dependent on = ris duvduews. 
évyoa, gives an unnatural meaning 


10 


15 


20 


25 
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um@Téatpe wey eis TOY KOGpoY EVayyeArALComéevyN TH KAN- 
getTnv Xptotod rmapovaiav, Sed yap Tod TvEevpaTos 
kal bmd TOD wvEevpaToOS TpogdyeTat uy?) TO Lo- 
THpt. Katavonoov 87, et Sivatas érawoupévyn Tuyyavey 7 
Vdpia altn wavtn adiepévn’ "Adfxe yap, dyol, THN YApian 
AYTAC H YNF’ ov yap TpocKelTas OTL ADAKEN aUTHY Tapa TO 
Lorjps. mas 8 Kal ov« aridavov ckataXeimovoay avTnv 
thv SexTixny THS Cons Stabeaty, Kal THY Evvotay TIS 
Suvapews THS Tapa Tov Ywrypos, nal TO oKedos ev 
© ér~nrAvOes AaBety To Cov Vdwp, aredrndrvOevat Els Tov 
KOOpMOY ywpis TOUTwY, EvayyEeXicacbas TH KANTEL THY 
Xptotov wapovotav; mos S€ Kal 7 mvevpatixn peta 
TogoUTOUS NOYoUs ov TETELcTAL cadws Tept Tov Xpicroi, 
arra gnot MH Ti oytdc éctiIn 6 Xpictdc; xat To ’EZAAGON 
dé ék tac méAewc Sinyjoato avtt rob "Ex tis mpotépas 
aUT@V avactpodys, ovans KoopLiKyns' Kal Apyxovro 
Sta THS TWiotTews, dyol, mpds Tov Ywrjpa. RAextéov 
5é mpos avrov’ mas péves trap’ avtois tas AYo HMépac; ov 
yap TeTnpnkev 0 tpotrapeéyeBa nets Trept Tod év TH TodeEL 
avtTov avayeypapOar MEMENHKENAI TAS AYO HMEpac. 
19 uh-re ovTds] uy ToLotros. 
25 dvayeypdp0a] Cod. Bodleianus in margine rdya delet ph. 


28. Ibid. xiii. 32 (R. Iv. 242; L. 1. 60). 


‘O 8 ‘Hpaxrtéwv dno dtr "EBovrXovto Kowvwveiv 


9 aA > U 9 ‘ A 4 
aut@ é€& Ov ayopacavTes amo THS Yapapelas Kexopi- 


6. «dAnows] Cf. Excerpta ex Theod. 
§ 58, 7d KAnrdv...7d éx THs olKoVvo- 
plas ro Wuy.ixoy and the words mpoc- 
dyerat 4» yux Which occurs in this 
passage (1. 8). The woman herself 
was a representation of the éxXoy7. 

21. xoopixjs] Cf. Frag. 17 (the 
account of the woman’s former life), 
Koouikh yap qv, and Frag. 20, where 
the xéopos is the kingdom of the é&a- 
Bodos. Heracleon seems also to have 
used the word as almost equivalent 
to ‘humanity,’ see Frag. 8. 


24. A negative is obviously ne- 
cessary: cf. Orig. Comm. in Joann. 
xiii. 29. We can either place py 
before dvayeypd¢a: with the margin 
of the Bodleian, or before év rq méXet. 

28.1. The general] sense of the frag- 
ment is recoverable, but it is hope- 
lessly corrupt. The third sentence 
may possibly have run mds de, ofua, 
ol padyral rd abra Exew réyorrat. 
And in line 8 it would be natural to 
alter worod into édalov, for we can 
hardly justify it on the strength of 


6—2 


Jo. iv. 28. 


Jo. iv. 29, 
30. 


Cf. Matt. 
xxv. 1, 


Jo. iv. 32. 


Jo. iv. 33. 


Jo. iv. 11. 


Jo. iv, 34, 
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xcacav. tade dno iva twa*** ai wévre poopal trapbéva 
*** dio Tov vupdhiov. mas 5é oluas* ** ra avra Eye * ** 
ANéeyovtar** rais azroxNecOcioats popais wapOdvos, d£sops 
iSeiv xatyopiay trepiéyovra Tay pabyrav Tots avTois KoIpmo- 
pévwy rais pwpais wapOevos. eore S¢ cal avTo avopotoy Tov 
dwtos mpos Tpodyy, Kai Tov troTov mpos TA Bpwyata. * * * * 
**cavras aitiacacBas thy éxdoynv, xairep xata +e Suva- 
pevoy caddy toca: Tov Acyov éyphy avtov Sea mMrecovey 1 
mwapapvOncacla, xatacKevilovra thy idiay éxdoyny. 


3 post twa Incuna (6 circa litt.). post wrap0évo: lacuna (45). 4 post 
oluac lacuna (8). post fyew lacuna (6). 5 post Aéyorra: lacuna (10). 
4% post Bpwyara lacuna (19). 9 xalwep] xelwep. xard] ins. intra lineas. 


29, Ihd. xi. 84 (R. tv. 245; L. 1. 65). 


"Erd) Bpadcin €yay darein, HN YMEIC OYK OIAATE...... .. OVOEY 
5é eis TH NEE elev 0 ‘Hpaxdréwv. 


30. lid. xiii. 35 (R. Iv. 245; L. 11. 65). 


“EAeron oYN Of MAOHTAl TIPOc AAAHAOyC MH tic HNErkeN AYT 
PAreiIN; €6 Kal capKiKas vTroAapBaves TadTa Néyer Oa 6 
‘HpaxdXéwv vid tev pabntav, ws ETL TaTEeLvoOTEpoy S1a- 
vooupévwy Kal THv Lapapeitiv pipovupevav Aéyovoay 
Oy¥te &NTAHMA Eyelc, Kal TO hpéap EcTti Baby’ a£tov nas 5 
iSeiv, un more BXErrovrés Te Oevorepov ot pabynrai hace mpds 
adAndous MH Tic HNErKEN aYT@ arein; TaYa Yap vIrevcouy 
ayyedeny Tia Suva evnvoxéevar avT@ paryeiv. 


31. Ibid. xiii. 38 (R. tv. 248; L. 11. 70). 


‘O 6é ‘Hpaxréwr S1a Tod EMON Bpadmd EcTIN Ina TOIHCeD TO 
OEAHMA TOY TIeMYaNTdC Me gyal SunyetaOat TOY ZwrApa 


Tois paOnrats, OTs ToOUTO O auvelr TEL META THS Yuvas- 
wérns dUxvos, and to fill up part of small patches in large rents are la- 
tho yaps by reading xaryyopycayras, bour wasted. 

and inl, 9 xalrot ye for xalrep. But 
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Ld ie f al 
) BEAHMA TOV TaATPOS’ TOVTO 
4 f 7 r 
TaAavers Kat dvvapts nv. OEe- 
4 ta i J 4 
at TO yv@vat av@pwrovs Tov 
r 7 i a! fad 
Ep 7v Epyov Tod Lwtipos Tob 
- i F # 
bevou €i¢ Lapapetav, TOVTETTLY 
T q 4 i f ~*~ 4 ~ 4 
ovv auto e£eiAnde Tov Inaov Kai 
















bos outntnow, bep vonitw capas 

ewes eFeiAndlat kai BeBtacpevas. 

Hpos TO BEAHMA TOU TraTpos, Tapas ov 
AVaTAVGLS TO GEAHMA TOU TaTpOS ; 
AAayov, ws ov mavTds Tov tTaTtpiKod 

‘ems avTov dvtos, Tldtep, €l AyNATON, Mt. xxvi. 
Am €moy’ TAEN oY Ti éreo OéAw, AAAA TH 

t S¥vapis ToD Lwrnpos To GéAHMA Tod 


. Bod). in margine raya airs. cal] Cod, Bodl. 
mapé\xe. 10 rijs] rip. 17 oti] col. 


mili. 41 (R, ry. 251; L. m1. 79). 


fe opoias Tois WoAXois eri TIS 
v avarye iota. deh ryooy OTe 

wou, TouTov pev ert 
ov,o0 avTos 
LO OTT WS 


-~ 


“ati 
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THSELoL TpOS TO TUVAaYOHVvaL eis aTOOKKNY, TOUTEGTL 
Sia miatews els avaravawy, boat ye Erospos, Ov yap 
TWacat at mev yap Hon Erorpos Hoap, dnoly, ak Sé Eped- 10 
Dov, ai 6 weAXOVG LD, ai SE ErtoweipovTas HO. Tata 

Jo. iv. 85. wey ody éxetvos elarev. mas Sé of pabnral énaipontec toyc 
dMOarmoyc Suvavrat Brérrey tas Yuyds 76n érerndelous ov- 
cas pos TO, ws oleTat, Eb¢ aTOOHKHY eicayOnvas, ovK 
oléa et Suvarar Tapactiica. Kal ére ye was emt Tov >ruyar 15 

Jo, iv. 37, adnOés To "AAAOC 6 CTIEIPUN, Kal AAAOC O BEpIZWN wad "ArréctelAa 

ss ymdc Oepizein O oYy YMEIC KeKOTHAKATE ; Tuva Sé Tpd7rov +d “AAAOI 
KEKOTTIAKACI KAI YMEIC EIC TON KOTION AYTOON EICEAHAYOaTE Suvarcy 
€or, wapadéEac Oar eri rhs uyis ; 


16 6 Oeplfwy] Oepituw. 


33. Ibid. xii. 44 (R. Iv. 255; L. u. 85). 


Kai épet ye o ‘Hpaxdéwv, taya Sé trovTrm xara thy 
éxdoyny tavTny cuptrepipepopevos Tis Kat exKANoLATTLKOS, 
Mt. ix. 37. 676 T@ xara 70 ‘O Gepicmdc TIOAYc, O1 A€ Epratal GAirol 
THLALVOMEVO Opoiws TaUTA ElpNnTal, THE ETOLMOUS POS 
Geptopov Kat éritndetous wpdos To 46n cuvaxOnvas 5 
els tHv arroOnkny 81a THS Tiotews els avdtravoty 
elvat, cal éritndetous Tpos owtnpiav Kal Tapadoxny 
TOU AOYyou Kata pev Tov ‘Hpaxréwva ba THY KaTAaTKEUY 
avtav Kal thy dua’ Kata 6 Tov exxAnotaotiKov Sta Tia 
EUTPETLE LOY TOV NYyELOVLKOD, ETOLLOU Trpos TEAELwoLy, iva Kal 10 
Gepic Of. RexTéov obv pds Tovs oUTws éxdeEapévous, ef Bov- 
Novtrar TapabéEac Oat un Tote yeyovévat TPO THS TOU LwTHpos 
npov émidnulas Oepicpov TapatAnovov TH oUTwS av éXrTE- 
obévtt amd THY YpdvwY TOD EVayyEXLKOD KNPUYLATOS ; 


32.10. al 5¢] The repetition of al dé 83. 5. émerndelous] Cf. Excerpta ex 
offended the ear of the scribe of Cod. Theodoto, § 46, xal rots cwpact xara 
Venetus, so that he substituted cal ¢tow émirnietérnra éverolnoey, which 
ai wév for the second ai dé. Butthe also illustrates d:a ri xaracxeunp... 
reading of his exemplar is right. kal ray pow. 
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34. Ibid. xiii. 46 (R. rv. 256; L. 11. 87). 


‘O b€ ‘Hpaxréwy 1d ‘O Gepizwn MICOON AamBAnel eLpyaOat Jo. iv. 36. 
vopwiter, Eaet Oepsotnv éautov r€xyet, Snolv, 6 Lwrnp, 
\ \ \ A 4 e “ € , 9 4 
kat Tov ptaOov Tod Kupiou nuay vrodapBaves elvar TH 
Tov OeptCopéevwv cwtnplav Kat amroxatactTacLy T@ 
5 avaTmavecOas avtov ém autos’ TO S€ KAI CYNAPEl KAPTION 
cic ZWHN AIMNION Gyoly eipnoOat, 7 STL TO GUVayopeEVvOV 
\ a 9 4 9 a ao A ? a 5 eA 
capmos Cwns alwviou éaoTiv, 7 OTL Kal avTo wn aia- 
’ ‘ . 7 Nn , 2 Y ’ > «a 
yLos. GAAAd avTobev vopive Biaov eivar thy Sinynow avrod, 
dpacKovtTos TOY YwTHpa MICOON AAMBANEIN, KAL oUYYéovTOS TOV 
10 MICOON Kal TY CYNOPWFHN TOY KApTIOy eis Ey, dvTixpus TIS 
ypagis vo rpayyata Taptotacns, ws mpodinynodpeBa. 
2 vopltec] vopltew. 7 4 Sr] ov. 


35. Ibid. xii. 48 (R. tv. 260; L. 11. 95), 


‘O b¢ “Hpaxréwy 70 “Ina 6 crEIpON Omoy yaipH Kal 6 GEpI- Jo. iv. 36. 
ZWN oUTwW Sinynoato’ Xaiper pev yap, dno, o oreipwv 
OTL oTeipel, Kab OTL FON TLVa TOY OTEppaTwY avToOd 
cuvayetal, édtrida Exwv Thy avtnvy cal wept Tov 
5s rovtra@v’ oO bé Oepilwv opolws ti cal Oeploet, arr 6 
fev mpetos np—ato aoreipwv, 0 Sevrepos Oepifoy. 
ov yap év T@ avt@ édvvavTo apdorepor dpkacbar’ 
édeu yap mpatov omapnvat, elf totepov OeptoOjvas. 
TWAVTAMEVOU péeVTOLYE TOV OTELpoVTOS OTEipety, ETL 


34.7. Delarue’s emendation 7 ére 
is by no means ‘ absque causa’ (see 
Lommatzsch), Whence Huet derived 
6 I do not know. It is the reading 
of no ms. and suits neither grammar 
nor sense. We must assume that a 
corruption of oT! to ON led to the 
omission of the 7. 

35.3. 76] Cod. Venetus has altered 
767 to elén, but the original reading 
is preferable. Different kinds or 
classes of seeds are not insisted upon, 
nor do they, so far as we know, form 


part of the Heracleonic doctrine. 
The sowing of this vids GOponww, 
whoever he was, must refer ty the 
sowing by s higher power of the 
poeumatic mands in the creatures of 
the Demiurye, and the wvevparuo are 
not divided inte different clannen, ne 
far an in know, She 44q in slows 
forcible, He rejuiscom in that he ix 
already ysthering in the earned of 
the rest. Vor w& sissiler cnhtshem 
Of 9 and cc in Cod, Venetua, A, Krag. 
LW, wos hides wisrhy lor os fq marly, 


Jo. iv. 37. 


Jo. iv. 36. 


$8 
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a A Ld 9 

Oepret 6 Oepitwy, emt pévroe TOD TapoVToOs augorepori 

fe) e “A , iY 
TO Udsov Epyov éevepyovvTes Opovd Yalpovat, Kota 

a ‘ f 

Yapav THY TOY TTEPLaTwOY TENELOTHTA you pevor 
ére 5 kal ets TO En tToytTw écTIN 0 AdTOC AAHOINGC, OTI AAAOC 
> € ’ . om G , ,e é \ ¢€ \ 
ECTIN 6 CTTEIPOON, Kal AAAOC O GEPIZWN PyowW O pév yap U7Tep 
TOV TOTOY Vids aVOpwrou aoTelper 6 Sé LwTHpP wv Kail 
autos vidos avOpwrmov Oepiver, cal Oeptoras mwépret 
Tovs d4a TOV paOnTav vooupévous ayyéXous, ExaaTov 
dri thy éavtov wuyny’ ov mavu b€ capas €£éOero Tous 
Sv0 viovs Tov dvOpwrou, Tives etoiv, dv 6 els crreipe! wal o els 


BEpIZzel. 


10 éml] émel. 


15 ulos] uid». 


36. Ibid. xiii. 49 (R. tv. 268; L. 11. 99). 


Ed 8€ &yvoe dyyedoi elo of Tas Novas pepidas Trapa THY 
exNexTHV elANxOoTEs Kal el THS Siaamopas TAY Yruy@y TeTa- 
yMEvoL, OVSEV EOTLY ATOTTOV TON CTIEIPONTA OMOY YXAIPEIN Kal TON 
Gepizonta seta Tov Oepiopdv. 6 8 “Hpaxdréwv pyoly stu 
Ou 80 avtay, ovdé am’ avtav éoTapy TavTAa Ta oTép- 
pata, dnal S¢ Taév aTooTtéAwy, of S€ KEKOTIIAKOTEC 


5 ob bv adrdv] od b¢ adruv. 


15,16. AsOrigen says,the two ‘sons 
of man’ are not clearly explained. 
Probably they answer to the two beings 
whose temporary union in Jesus of 
Nazareth Irenaeus criticises so strong- 
ly. The ‘Son of man’ who is trép 
tov témov may be identified with 
Sophia’s husband: or the two ‘sons’ 
may be the Christ whose flight So- 
phia mourned, and the Jesus whom 
the Christ entreated the Father to 
send to her, dvopAwoa ra waOn abris, 
and who became her ov{vyos. The 
last will suit best the interpreta- 
tion of 6 év alwn xal of ov a’rg 
éhOdvres (Irag. 22). But the data 
are insufficient, and such identifica- 


tion must be pure conjecture. For 
rémos cf, Frag. 40. It must be the 
Toros peodrntros Or éBdounas which is 
described by Hippolytus as broxcdrw 
Tys oydoddos where Sophia and her 
cugvyos dwell. For the sowing com- 
pare Hippolytus Refut. vi. 34. 

17,18. xacrov éxl rnv éavrod Wux jy] 
Cf. Excerpta ex Theod. § 64, rd wvev- 
parika...xomefoueva Kal adra rods vup- 
glous tovds ayyéAous dauraw els rady 
vunpuva évros Tod dpov elolacw. Wuyn 
is here probably used in its wider 
sense. See also Irenaeus 1. vii. 1, 
viugas arodobjcecOat Tots wept rdv 
Lwripa ayyérors. 
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elaly of THS olKovopmlas ayyeros, 86 wv WS MECITON Cf.Gal. iii. 
gomdpn wal dverpddn. eis 3¢ 7d ‘Ymeic cic TON KOTION 50° iy. 88, 
AYT@N €iICEAHAYOaTE TavTa é£éOeTo’ OU yap 6 avTos KOTOS — 
1ogmespovTwy Kal OepilovtTwr’ of wev yap év Kpvee kal 
vSars cal komm THY yYRV OKaTTOVTES TrEipoval, Kal 
Su bdou yYetwavos THMENODGL GKaAAOYTES Kal Tas 
Uras exréyovTes of 5é eis Erotpmov KapTov cioeNOovTes 
Oépovs evpparvdopevoe Oepilovary. ekeatar Sé avyxpi- 
1g vovTL Tade Ud’ yay Eipnuéva TO evTUyYavovTe Kai TA VITO 
tov ‘Hpaxréwvos, opav otroia tav Sinynoewy émeteredy Oat 


Ovvara.. 
7 ol} 6. 


9 Koros] oKxoros. 


87. Ibid. xiii. 50 (R. 1v. 263; L. 11. 101). 


‘O 8 ‘Hpaxréwv to pév’Ex tic moAewc avti tov “Ex tod 
xdapou ékelrAnde’ TO S5é Ald TON AGFON TAC FYNAIKOC ToUT- 


éote Sua THS TvevpaTriKns exxAnolas. 


Kal émrtonpai- 


veTai ye TO TOAAO! WS TrOAAwY GYT@Y YuyLKav’ THY bé 
/ , \ 4 a 3 A UY 
5 miav Néeyes THY AOaprov THs exrAOYHS vas, Kal povo- 


etn, Kal évexnv. 
nV, TPOS TAVTA. 
1 ro] rots. 


36. 7. ol ris olkovouias ayyedor] 
Compare the 70 Adyo projected by 
Sophia and her svfvyos. 

7,8. 5c dv ws peotrwrv éordpy] There 
is a very close parallel to this in 
Excerpta ex Theod. § 53, €rxev...urd 
THs coplas évowapey 7d omréppa Td WvEv- 
parixov els Thy puxhv, Starayels, o7- 
al, 50’ ayyédwy év xecpl weclrov...du’ dy- 
yédwy obv rwv appévuy ra omépyara 
Umnperetras ra els yéveow mpoBrAnbervra. 
For dtarayels Heinrici proposes éa- 
tayev (Die Val. Gn. p. 118), but we 
may regard it as a quotation. 

9. x«émros}] The description which 
follows is of the method, not the aim 
of the work: cxowds therefore would 
not give the required sense. 

12. tnuedovos] The reading of 


4 , 9 a 3 r ¢ ’ 
éatnpev Sé év Tois avwrTépa, ws olov TE 


6 olov re] ovovras. 


Cod. Monacensis 77 wéX\ovow may ac- 
count for Huet’s ry péddover (ad 
marg. Tnuedotor) which Delarue, fol- 
lowing his general custom, attributes 
to Codex Regius. 

37. 2, éeiAnde] The following 
double constructions are found with 
éxAauBdvewv: (1) accusative followed 
by éri with the genitive, rov Oepiopov 
dri ris puxis ételAnpe Twv meorevdvTwy 
(Fr. 32), (2) accusative followed by 
avrl rov or rouvréor: as in this frag- 
ment, (3) accusative or quoted nomi- 
native followed by accusative, é£el- 
Anpe wavTa Tov Kbopov x.7.r. (Fr. 1), 
cf. also Fr, 47. 

4. woddol] Cf. Excerpta ex Theod. 
§ 56, od woddol dé of Yuxexol, omdycoe 
dé of wvevparexol. 


Jo. iv. 39. 


Jo. iv. 40. 


Mt. xxviii. 


Eph. ii. 7. 
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38. Ibid. xiii. 51 (R. Iv. 265; L. 11. 108). 


‘O 8€ ‘Hpaxréwv eis rods rorous tadTa gyno, Map 
aYToic éwesve kal ovK ev avTots: wal Ayo HMEpac, 7ToL 
Tov €veoTata aliwva, kat Tov péAXXOVTA TOY eV yapLQ, 
7 TOV Tpo TOU TWAaOoUS aUTOD Ypovov, Kal Tov peTa TO 
wa0os, dv wap avrois Trotnoas, TOAA@ Wretovas Sea 
Tov idtov Aoyou éemicotpé Was eis ietiv, Exwmpicdn 
amv avtT@y. Rextéov 5é pos THY SoKxodcay avTod tapatn- 
pnow, Sts Tap aytoic Kal ove ey autos yéypanrras, ote 
Gporov T@ Tap ayToic eat TO lAoy, érd> MEO YMON EIMI TIACAC 
Tac HMépac’ ov yap elarev Ev vpiv etus. ete 8é A€ywv Tas Ayo 
HMEpac 7 TOL TOUTOY TOV alova elvat Kal TOY wéerXXOVTA, 
) TOv Tpo TOU maGous Kal Tov peTAa TO TAO05, OVTE TOvs 
ETIEPYOMENOYC AIDNAC peTa TOV wéANOVYTA VEvONKEY, TrEpl OV 
dnaiv o dmoaToNos “Ina ENAEIZHTAI EN TOIC aici ToIc éTrepyo- 
MENOIC’ OUTE Opa OTL ov povoy IIpo Tob maBous nal Mera 
TO WaO0s aUVETTL ToOIs EpyYopevols Mpds avTov O *Inaobs, 
GNA Kal peta TOTO ov ywpiferat. del yap pera Tov 
pabntav éott, pndera@mote Katadeimwy autos, @oTe Kat 


Gal. ii. 20. Néyeew avTovs Za A€ OYKETI Efa, ZH A€ EN émol Xpictdc. 


5 dv] 6. 12 rov pera ro wdOos}] OM. Tor. 13 wéd\ovra] wéddor. 
17 adda] om. ov] om. 
38. 15, 16. Kal werd rd wdOos] del perd trav padnray éorly, The 


The adda, which is absent from 
both Cod. Monacensis and Cod. Ve- 
netus, but has been independently 
inserted before these words by each 
of their descendants Regius and Bod- 
leianus, has been accepted by the 
editors, including Hilgenfeld. But 
though after od uévoy an adda is re- 
quired, this is not the right place 
for it. Heracleon has admitted that 
Christ is with them mpo rov wadous 
and pera To wa0os also, but has not 
seen that even after this there has 
been no xwpicues, for (Origen says) 


a\\a must therefore be inserted be- 
fore xal pera rovro. Hilgenfeld’s 
insertion of ov before xwplt{era is 
of course necessary, unless indeed 
we can regard the words perd rovro 
xwpliera: a8 & continuation of the 
quotation of Heracleon’s words, and 
so negatived by the od puévor, but the 
sentence would then be very awk- 
ward. This is not the only instance 
where a negative has probably drop- 


ped out. Of. [uy] é&y ry wédec (Frag. 
217). 


ern 


THE EXTANT FRAGMENTS OF HERACLEON, 


91 


39. Ibid. xin. 52 (R. tv. 267; L. 11. 108). 


“Hpaxréwov Sé amrdovatepov exraBov to Oykéti Aid THN 

’ ' \ / \ , .” \ \ 

CHN AdAIAN TriCTeYOMEN nol AcitreLy TO PoVHY' ETL peV yap 
mpos To AyToi rdép AKHKGAMEN, Kal O1AAMEN OT OYTOC ECTIN 6 
ZwtHp Toy Kdcmoy dyciv Ot yap dvOpwmoe TO wev TpeToOV 
5umT0 avOpwrov obnyoupmevor TLaTEvOVTL TO Yornp, 
émav S€ évtuywae Tois AOYoLS aUvToOD, OdTOL OVKETEL 
Sid povny avOpwmivnyv paptupian, adra St avTny THY 


9 tf 4 
arnGerav miatEevova ty. 


40. -Ilid. xiii. 59 (R. Iv. 274; L. m1. 123). 


“Kove 5é BaciAiKON 6 ‘Hpaxréwv Néyery Tov Anptovp- 
\ > \ ‘ 9 \ b] / A ¢ 9 3 \ \ \ 
you, émet cat autos é€Bacineve tav vm autor dua é 
TO pixpavavtod kal mpdacxKatpoyr elvat thy Bactreiap, 
A 4 9 U e , \ 
gdnol, BAciAikOc WvopacOn, otovel pixpos Tis BaatreEvs 
\ a a 
sumo KadorLtKod Baciréws TeTaypéevos él pmiKpas 
LU ‘ \ \ 2? ‘ e\ b “A aA 
Baotrelas’ tov &€ én Kadapnaoym uiov auvtod dunyetrat 
TOV €v T@ UTOBERHKOTL MEpEL THS PETOTHTOS TH TWpOs 
U 4 A 4 n of \ Ul vA 
Paracacay, TOVTETTLTS CuYHppevo TH UNY, Kal NEyeL OTL 
e v 9 a ww 3 nA , 9 \ 
O (8105 avrod dvOpwros acbevay, TovTégTiV OV KATE 


, w ? ’ / \ , °* . 4 / 
10 puoi EX@Y), ev ayvota Kal ALaAPTHMaATLY nv E€lbTa TO 


4 dyol) dnoly rnv Baorrelav. 


39. 3. 87t odros] For the omission 
of 4\70as see Tischendorf in loc. 

5. With the idea of human me- 
diation suggested here, cf. Exc. ex 
Theod. § 58, kat &’ adrév xal ra 
ToUTos OpotovvTa. 

40. 4. @gyot] The error of Cod. 
Monac. in repeating r7v Bacidelay 
after gyal led to the omission of 
gnol in Cod. Regius, and conse- 
quently in the Editions. It is also 
independently omitted in Cod. Bod- 
leianus, for Cod. Venetus has. re- 
tained it. 

5. xKadodkxébs}] Cf. Excerpt. ex 
Theod. § 47, where 6 Zwrip is de- 
scribed as Snusoupyos xaodckés. 


10 dyvola] ayvela. 


7. peodrynros] The pecorns here 
is clearly the same as the romos [eo0- 
tyros] of Hippolytus, Refut. vi. 32, 
called also éBdouds. In the lower 
part of this, which is most deeply 
involved in in, here represented by 
Capernaum, the Ydios ulos lies. In 
connexion with Origen’s interpreta- 
tion of the Baoidtxés as representing 
Abraham, it is interesting to notice 
Hippolytus, Refut. vi. 34, mpoéBade 
kal 6 Syusoupyds Wuxds* alirn yap 
ovola Wuxuv’ ovrds éore Kar’ avrovs 
"ABpadw Kal radra rod ’ABpadw ra 
réxva. Heracleon might have ac- 
cepted Origen’s interpretation of the 
Baotdtxes and his son. 


Jo. iv. 42. 


Jo. iv. 54. 
Jo. iv. 47. 


Mt. x. 28. 


1 Cor. xv. 
63, 54. 

Cf. Is. xxv. 
8. 

Jo. iv. 48. 


Jo. iv, 49. 


Cf. Rom. 
vi. 21. 
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> a ' ‘ U 9 ry “A 
Ek thc ‘loyaaiac eic THN FadiAaian avti Tov éx THS avaodev 


‘lovdalas. ov« olda 5é drrws eis TO "HMEAAEN ATIOONHCKEIN 
xivnOeis oleras avatpétTrec Oat Ta Soypata TeV UroTt- 
Oewévwv adavartov elvat THY Wuyny, eis TO AUTO CUL- 
BadXco Oat vrorapBavoy cai To YyyHn kal cma ATIGAAYCOa! 
EN reéNNH. Kal ovx aOavartov ye elvas nyeiras THY Yruyny 
6 ‘Hpaxréwv, add’ érritndetws Exoucay rpos cwTnpiar, 
auTny NEywv clvat TO ENAYOMENON AMOAPCIAN OaPTON, 
KAI ABANACIAN ONHTON, OTAV KATATIOOH O OANATOC auUTis 
EIC NIKOC. pos TovTols Kai TO Ean MH CHMEIA Kal Tépata 
(AHTE OY MH TrICTEYcHTE AéyerOat dyolv olkeiws mpos TO 
ToLovTOY mpdawmToy, du Epywy draw éxov Kai Se ai- 
cAncews TweiPecOat, Kat OVX ANOY@ TiaTEvELV. TO bE 
KaTABHOl, TIPIN ATIOBANEIN TO TIAIAION MOY Old TO TEAOC eElvat 
TOU VOMOU TON BANATON ELpHabat vopiter, AVaLtpodVTOS 
dtd TMV GuapTiav’ mplv TEedéws Ov», dnal, PavaTwOjvat 
Kata Tas apaptias, Seittat 6 watHnp Tod povouv Sw- 


20 vixos] vetkos. 


11, 12. ék ris dvwhev ’lovdalas] 
Cod. Monac. has the true reading 


Trois UNKots, POapts éore wal dwdd- 
Aura (M8. oras Kal dmwddero). It 


rys, though all its descendants have 
erred. For the phrase, cf. Frag. 13, 
where the yuyixds 7O7r0s, represented 
by ‘Iepoco\uya, is said to be an elxwy 
of ‘Iepovoadiy, i.e. 7 avw ‘lepovoadrp. 
See also Hipp. Itefut. vi. 32, where 
the Ogdoad is called ‘Iepovcadrnu ér- 
oupdvtos. 

15, 16. The text is the reading of 
Monac. and Ven. The Syrian read- 
ing has been adopted by the de- 
scendants. 

16 ff. Heracleon’s language with 
regard to the immortality of the soul 
vividly recalls Hipp. Refut. vi. 32, 
Ovnrn tis éorly h Wuxn, mecoTns TIS 
ovoa’ gore yap éBdouas Kal Kxardmav- 
TS se... "Eav obv é£opowwOy Tots av, 
TH Gydodd, dOdvarus éyévero kal HAGEV 
els tyv dybSodba, aris earl, dnolr, 
‘lepovoadiu émoupavios, éav dé éto- 
owwbn TH Uy, Touréote Tots wdOect 


should be noticed that this is one 
of the passages where by the use 
of dct and Aéye. Hippolytus shews 
that he is quoting from a single 
document. Cf. also Excerpt. ex 
Theod. 56, 7d 6€ Wuyxixov, dyretod- 
otov dv émirndeornta exec awpds re 
wlarw kal dpOapolav, xal wpos dm- 
orlay kal POopdy. 

22, 23. It may be well, in view of 
the extremely difficult criticisms of 
Origen on Heracleon’s interpretation 
of this whole passage, to state what 
appears to be Heracleon’s position 
so far as it can be gathered. He 
seems to have affirmed that yoy? is 
7d pOaprov ro évdvopevov adpapolas. 
Its death comes 6a To réXos elvac Tov 
vouou Tov Odvarov, dvatpobvros 3d Taw 
auapriwv, for of course the children 
of the Demiurge are under the Law. 
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A Cf B @ , A ea a a 10 , 
THpoS, tva BonOnaon T@ vig, TovTEegTL TH TOLaGdE Hucet. 


mpos tovtos TO “O yidc coy zH xaTd atudiav eipjabar Jo. iv. 50. 


30T@D VwrHnpe cEciaAnder, eel ov‘ ele Zyjtw ovdé évednvev 
avrTos mapecxnacbat thy Conv. réye Sé drs KataBas 
Tpos TOV KauvovTa Kal tagdpevos avTov THS Vvocou, 
TOUVTEGTL TOV apapTLav, Kal Sia THS adbécews Cwo- 


motnoas elev ‘O yidc coy zi nal émidéyes wpos Td ’Emi- Jo. iv. 53. 


35 CTEYCEN O ANOpwrtoc’ bTe Evareatos cal 6 Anpoupyos 
éotiv, dT S¥vatac 6 Lwrnp Kal wy wapwv Oepamevery. 
AoyAoyc 5é To¥ BaciAtkoy éeiAnhe Tovs ayyéXovs Tov 
Anptovpyod, amayyéXXovtas év toe ‘O maic coy zH 
OTL OLKELWS Kal KaTGa TpOTOV éyEL, TPdTTwY UNKETL 

40Ta avoixeta. Kat 84d TodTO vopite. dTayyérAXELV TO 
Baotdtx@ tovs SovrXous Ta Tepl THS TOD Vi0d aGoTn- 
plas, émet Kai mpadrous oleras Brérwery tas wpakets 
TOV év TO KOgL®@ avOpwTaV TOUS ayyéNXoOUS, EL Eppo- 
févws Kal eiALKpLY@s ToALTEVOLYVTO ato THS TOD 

45 LwTHpos éwvdnulas. Ere wpds THv EBAOMHN G pan Ayes 
ore Ata THS Hpas yapaxrnpiletar 7 Pros Tov taGév- 
ToS. él waow To Emicteycen ayTOc Kal H OiKiad ayTOY OAH 
Sunynoato éml THs ayyertns elpnobat takews, Kal 
avOpdrwy Tov oiketoTépwy avTe. Cntreiabar 5€ dnau 

50 WEpl TLVOY aYYéXO), Eb TWONTOVTAL, TOY KATENDOVTMOY 


> \ A ” 2 , a A A ? t c . 
é€ml TAC TON ANOPOTWN OYrAaTepac. Kat TOV avOpwrwr Gen, vi. 2. 


5é rod Anptovpyod tv ataXdetav SnrodcBat vopiler 


éy t@ Oi yiol Thc BactAelac €ZeAeyYcoNnTal €ic TO CKOTOC TO €Z0)- Mt. viii. 


\ ‘ , \ ? fw , , 1 
TEPON. Kal Teplt TovTwy Tov Haodiav mpopntevery TO 


55 Yioyc €réNNHCa Kal YYuca, AYTO! Aé Me HOETHCAN, OVETLVaS YIOYC Is. i. 2. 


’ a A C 
GAoTpious Kal CTEpMd TONHPON Kal ANOMON Kael Kal 


f. Is. i. 4. 


AMTTEAQNA AKANOAC TIOIHCANTA. Kal TadTa pev Ta ‘Hpa- Cf. Is. v. 


, e / \ 3 , 9 f bd a 
KNEWVOS, ATEP TOAMNPOTEPOY Kat aceBEoTEpOV Elpnuéva ExXpHV 
peTa TOAAHS KaTacKeuns atrodedety Oar, etrep Tv adnOy. ovK 

60 olda S€é ras Kai rept aBavacias  uyns amiotei, wn éxraBov 


39 exec] Exew. 51 avOpwrwyv] bis. 59 arodedetx Oar] arodedex Gar. 


35. e0mricros) On this point the Irenaeus t. vii. 4. 
Valentinians seem to have been 37. For the angels of the Demi- 
agreed, See Hipp. Refut. vi. 36; urge cf, Excerpt. ex Theod. § 47. 


1, 2. 


Ez. xviii. 


Jer. XXili. 
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woca onpaivera, éx TIS Oavatos Pwvys. Kxalopavta yap 
£0 \ 4 2 9 A > la rd a 9 
dee TO onpwatvopevov per errioxerews Kal axpiBeias iSeiy ei 
Kata tjavta Ta onuawvopeva Ovntn éotiv. eb pev yap STL 
Sextixn apaptias, yyyd dé A AmapTanoyca ayYTH AtoOanelTal, 

\ oe a > a > \ , > \ A a 4 
Kal npets epotpev avtny Ovnrnv. et d€ rnv wavrent Stadvow 55 
kal éEadhaviopov avtis Odvarov vomite, nuets ov mpoonao- 
peOa, ovdée péyps erivotas ely Suvdpevor ovaolay Ovary 
peraBadAgovaay eis abdvatoy nal diaow hOaprnv emi to 
Lf of \ A a , ‘ 9 ‘ 
apOaprov: dpovov yap TodTo T@ Aéyery petaBarrev TL ato 
TWLATOS Eis GTWMATOV, WS UTToKELMEVOU TLVOS KOLVOD THS TAY 70 
cwpatwv Kal dowpatayv dvcews, OTrep péver WoTTEp every 
gdact TO vAiKOv of wept TadTa Sewvol, rev ToLtoTHT@V peTa- 
Banrdovady ets apOapolav. ov tavtoy é éote THY OapTHN 
vow ENAyecdal APOapcian Kal To THY POapTny diow pera- 
Barrew eis apOapciav. ta § ata cat rept tis ONHTAC 75 
NEKTEOY, OV peTaBarrovons pev Eis ABANACiaN, @NAYOMENHC Se 

3 , 4 9 4 A A 4 97 > 
avtnv. ére émeitrep THY ~puyixny gvow wnOn bu Epyor 

\ 9 / / ? ‘\ / ‘ 
kal aicOnoews TweiPerOat ovyl Sé NOywr, mevooueda 

? le) Ul / ‘ 4 3 Q 
avtov epi IlavAou roias ducews Hv. ef pev yap mvevpa- 
TUS, WHS Sud THs Tepactiov éemipavelas qemmioteviev ; et 8 80 
ovK addXNws CdUvaTO TLcTEVELV H Sia THS TEepactiou émipaveias 
9 a ) ’ \ 2 \ , a 
axonovbe? Kat’ avtovs xal avrov elvas ~uyxeKov. mas 5é 

? 3 \ A \ A ce) 9 4 9 a 
ovx aceBés TO mpd Tod Anuovpyod tovds ayyéXous avTov 
Gewpeity TO Eeppwméevoy Kai TO EtALKpives THS WorLTELas 

a e \ a / a A , A 
Tov vie THS Suvapews TOD YwTHpos BertimBévtav, Kal Tapa 85 

\ ) \ A \ A a / wv \ 
TO évapyes Tov wept ToD Anptoupyod Aoyou, ere 5é Kal rapa 

\ \ A 4 > r] a 2 ’ 
THY ypadny thv Aéeyovaav Ej kpyBHceTal ANOpwrioc EN KpYoaioic 


61 xaopwrra)] xabapayra. 79, 80 wrvevparucys] rvevparixy. wus] Srws. 
80, 81 repacrlov] repacrelov. 83 ov] xal. 


61. xaOopdvra] Though the fol- Heracleon has only made use of such 


lowing criticisms of Origen contain | 


no new matter of Heracleon, the 
whole chapter must be examined 
together. I have therefore thought 
it better to print it in full. The 
criticisms are not easy to follow, 
So far as he has stated Heracleon’s 
views, the confutation of weraBddrdew 
els d8avaclay is not to the point, for 


expressions as évdvec0ar dbavaclay 
x.7.\. Which Origen allows to be od 
rauréy. For Origen’s argument with 
regard to pweraBdd\X\ew see Aristotle, 
Met. A. 2 (1069 b), ob yap ra évarria 
peraBadryc. ere rd per dwoudver, rd 
5’ évavrlov ot>~x bropéves® Ecrw Apa ri 
rplrov mapa Td évayria, t Ody. 


2 ‘ A \ i \ fee >, \ ‘ U ‘ 
90 Wci MATAIO!; Was dé gwoe Kal Td ‘O EiAwC TA TANTA TIPI 
ére 5€ wadrrov $n drvows yapaxrnpi- 42. 
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KAT@ OYK OYOMAl AYTON ; Kal Kypioc ETAZWN NEpoYC Kal KAPAIAC, te vii. 10. 


8. XClil. 


kat KyYpioc TIN@CKWN TOYC AIAAOTICMOYC TON ANOPWTTION KAN (xciv.) 11. 


FENECEWC AYTON ; 


Ceras tod tadévtos amd tov aptOpod THs wpas etn 
guats THS iavews yivopevnt TO oikelm TH avatavoe api6- 


Le. 


To 5é SiapOopas civar Wuyixdy, emi térer dv é€eO€- 


e 9 9 A > Ul 9 4 € 4 
95 meOa vir avTov eipnuevwy avayeypappévov, opovuLia ypw- 
e , c 3 , 9 
pévou éoti, Kal érépay vow eicayovtos Terdptny, OTrep ov 


wn 


BovxXerat. 


41, 


Ibid. xix. 3 (R. Iv. 296; L. 11. 167). 


‘O pévrou ye ‘“Hpaxréwv, éxOéuevos tHv rept tod yato- 


4 3 9 9 td 
ghuraxtou réEuv, ovdev elzrev els avrny. 


bY 


ymérw ymMeic oY Aynacbe EAGEIN Hyot II@s év ayvota Kal 
amtvotia kal dpapthnpaceuy dytes ev apOapala Suvar- 
tat yevécOar; pndé ev TovT@ KaTaKovwV éavTOd' Ei yap ot 
> > 4 \ 3 / \ € / 9 
éy dyvoia kal amioctia kal apapryipact svtes ev 


3 dot] dyot yap. 


91. &re dé pwadXov. Heracleon’s 
own remark on the hour is simple 
and obvious, when compared with 
Hippolytus, Refut. (puxn) éorlv éBdo- 
fas xal xaramravois. Tot ladévros 18 
equivalent to rod yuxixod. Whether 
Origen understood this or not is un- 
certain, as his criticism is obscured 
by hopeless corruption in the text. 
Delarue’s ef 7 gdvois xyapaxrnplfera 
comes from Cod. Ven., but leaves 
the sentence impossible and unin- 
telligible. It is tempting to sup- 
pose that a good deal of the sentence 
may have been erroneously inserted 
from the statement of Heracleon’s 
view above, and that Origen may 
have written some simple sentence 
such as ére 5¢ padXov 7 Pvows xapak- 
rnplterat tov ladévros, ry olxelw 77 


dvaratce. apOuqg, but the stages of 
corruption could not be traced. All 
is dark, and we can scarcely hope for 
light. 

96. érépavy gicw] A reference 
probably to Origen’s argument with 
regard to peraBadX\ewv. Heracleon 
would recognize three duces, mvev- 
paren, Wuxexh, VKH. The diapdopa 
yuxixod cannot take place unless we 
assume Erepoy vroxeluevoy which re- 
mains while the modrnres change. 
This would be to introduce a fourth 
guats. 

41. 4. admorla] Cf. Excerpt. ex 
Theod. § 56, quoted above, p. 92. 

6. éyv dyvola] Hilgenfeld’s state- 
ment that these words are omitted 
in Cod. Regius appears to originate 
in the fact that in line 7 it omits 


N Hist. 


Susann. 


Cf. Jo. 
viii. 12 ff. 


eis 8€ To°"Omo0y Ere Jo, viii. 91. 
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9 U Ul 

ag@apaia ov Svvavrat yevéoOat, mas oi drocToXo. év 
9 

dyvola tore xal €v amtoTtia Kal éy dpapTnmacse yevopevot 
b 9 4 4 Z , 2 e 9 4 

év apOapacia yeyovact; Svvayrat ovy of év ayvoia Kal 


9 e t 
éy awtotia Kai év dpaptyipact yevopmevoe yevér Oar év to 


agpOapata, et petaBarrorev, Svvarov avrovs weraBanreiv. 


42, Ibid. xix. 4 (R. tv. 302; L. 11. 180). 


Kal 6 ‘Hpaxréwv pévrovye ws ardovorepoy eipnévou Tov 


Jo. viii. 22. Mtiti drroKtenel EayTON Hyoly Ore Tlovnpas StaroysCopevor 


e (3 a a ” \ 4 e \ 9 
of "lovéaiot ravta érxeyov nal petlovas Eautovs aTo- 
hatvopmevot Tov Ywripos, cal vrorauRadvortes Srt 


9 \ 9 4 \ \ ? 9 a 
auTol wév ameNeVoovTat Tpds TOV Gedy Eis aAvaTaVGLY 5 


aidvuov, 6 S€ Lwtynp cis POopav wai eis Oavaror, 
e 4 ¢ e b > , 

éautov Siaxyerpiadmevos, Srrovu éauTovs ovK €XNoyiCovro 

ameNOeiv. Kal avtais NéEeoi hnow Bre “Qovro Aéyeuv 
A A eo? aA v4 bd) b] A : 

Tov Ywrnpa of lovdatos ote ‘Eye épaurtov dsayecpe- 
odmevos els POopav mérArdw TopeverOat, brrov Umets 
b 4 > A 9 \ A \ A 9 ’ 
ov Svvacbe érXOetv. ov olda 5é€ was Kata Tov eiTovTa 


Jo. viii.12."Era@ eimi TO bac TOY KbcMoy Kal Ta EAS, HY Néyety OTL "Ey 


éwautov Stayetptoadpevos ets POopayv pérXrXW Tope- 
ecOat. day Sé Tis Ayn pH TOY LwTHpa TadTa EipnKévat Tors 
66 "Iovdatovs avte virovevonnévat, S4Xov Ore épet Tovs "lov- 
n 7 
Satous treppovnxévat trept avtov ott POelpovrat oi éauTovs 
Staxyetprodpevot, kal ovdéev Hrrov éroies tadta miorevwv 
pbapnoesOar cat xoracOnbecOar, dep Hv KaTa TayTa HrI- 
Oiov. 


15 avro] avr. 18, 19 xard rdvra nNAcov] KarnNOcoy. 


the éy of é dyvolg, a fact which 
Delarue notices. 

The importance of this fragment 
consists in the fact that Heracleon’s 
interpretation depends on his funda- 
mental error as to gvors and xara- 
oxevy (see Frag. 17), to which Origen 
so often rightly takes exception (cf. 
Fragments 17, 33). 

42.1. dmrdovcrepov] This is not the 

e in which Origen’s love of 


dvayuryy has led him into a captious 
criticism of Heracleon. Cf. Fr. 30, 
ayyedcxiy tiva dvvapuy K.T.d. 

5. dydmravors] For the doctrine of 
dvaravots cf. Irenaeus 1. 7. 1; Ez- 
cerpt. ex Theod. §§ 63, 86. 

18,19. xard rdyra }rlOcov] As there 
is no authority for the form xary- 
Nl@cov, I have retained the conjecture 
of Cod. Venetus, 


= 


= 


0 


5 
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43. Id. xx. 8 (BR. Iv. 316; L. 0. 211). 


llurOavoineba 5 av rev tas pvoews eicayovtwy, cal eis 
To “Om 6 Adroc 6 émdc oy ywpel én Yamin amodidovtwy Kata Jo. vi 
“Hpaxdéwva Sts Ata tovto ov ywpei, OTe aveTirndecos, 
TOL KAT OVTiaY, 7 KATA YVOLNY, TAS Of AveTLTNSELOL 
5 KAT OVolay HKOYCAN TApA TOY NaTpdc; G@AAG Kal ToTEpdv Jo. vi 
Tote TIpoBATA ovToL Hoav Tou XpioTod, 7} GNNOTPLOL VIrnpyov 
avtov ; ei 5é€ noav adXcTpiot, Tas HKOYCAN TIAPA TOY TATPUC, 
TAPas, WS olovTas, Neyouévou mpos Tovs adXoTpious Sri Ata Jo. vi 
TOYTO YMEIC OYK AKOYETE, OTI OYK EcTE EK TON TIPOBATON TOON Jo. x 
10 EMON ; €& py) Apa OALBopevor ETéep~ aToT@ EavTOUS TrEpi- 
BarXover, Aéyovres Tapd pév TOY mNatpdc axnKoévar Tors 
GdNotpiovs, pn axovew &€ Tovs avTovs TovTOUS Tapa Tov 
Leripos. e& 8 oixeio row LwrHnpos joay xal ths paxapias 
dvoews, Was EZHTOYN avTdy dmOKTEINAl ; Kal Tas 6 TOU Lo- 
15 THPOS ADfOC OYK Eywpel Ev avToIS ; 


10 éavrois] éavrots (sic). 12 rapa] wepl. 


44. Id. xx. 18 (R. Iv. 332; L. 1. 240). 


‘O pévros ye ‘Hpaxréov vrorapBave Airiav atrodisdo- 
oOact Tov p71 AYNACOAI AUTOVS AKOYEIN TON Inood AOLON, Jo. vi 
nde FIN@CKEIN a@UTOU THN AAAION Ev T@ ‘YMEIC EK TOY 
TATPOC TOY AlIaBOAoY Ecté. avtais yoo NEEcot pyor At- 

8 ATL O€ OY AYNACOE AKOYEIN TON AOFON TON EMON$ % OTE 
‘Ymeic &€k TOY matpoc tof AlaBOAoy Ecté, avTl Tov ‘Ex Jo.vi 
lal 9 J A , A 9 nA A 
THS ovaolas Tov StaBorov; havepa@yv avTois Nottroy 


2 "Incot) Iv. 


43. 4. xara yvdpnv] See below, that verse. 
Frag. 46. 44. 5,6. There are traces of cor- 
8,9. The words Acad rotro bets ovk «= ruption. Probably \éye has dropped 
dxovere are quoted in Tischendorf’s out somewhere, in consequence of 
digest on John x. 26 from this pas- the dye, without it the dyri ro can 
sage: there is no other authority for hardly stand. 
them, as forming part of the text of 


B. 7 


JO. viii. 44. 
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Thy dvow avtov, cal mpoeréyEas aurovs, bre ovTeE 
tov "ABpadyp eiot Téxva, ov yap av éuicouv avTop, 
ovte Tov Oeod, 540 ovK HyaTwY avTOV. Kal Ee pev TO 
‘Yueic €k TOY TratTpdc TOY AlABOAoy écté éFedéEaro ws ev Tois 
avwtépa Sunrynodpeda, cai EXeye Ata 76 Ere vas elvat ex Tod 
SsaBorov, OY AyNacbe akoYeIN TON AGFON TON EMON, KAY TrapeE- 
SeEaueOa avtov thy Sinynow. vuvi bé Syros eat dpoovaious 


Twas Ta StaBerAM Aéywv avOpwrrous, éEtépas, ws olovTas of 


9 > 9 n 3 U U 9 vA A 
amr’ avTov, ovcias TuyxXavoyTt Trap ois Kadovot uyexovs 
1) WVEVLATLKOUS. 


10 obre] ovde. 13, 14 wapedetaneOa)] wapadctdpeba. 


15 olovrac] ocovre. 


45. Ind. xx. 20 (R. Iv. 337; L. 11. 250). 


Eis ratra §€ 6 ‘Hpaxréwv dno IIpos obs 6 AOyos éx 
THS ovaias Tov StaBoArAov joav, ws érépas ovans TIS 
tov d:aBorov ovaias Tapa thy TeV ayiwy AoyLK@Y OvalaD. 
duowov Sé év TovTm por TeTrovOévar daiverar TB érépav 


15 


’ , 4 ? A “a Ve 7 e “A 
ovotav dackovts ofOarpod Tapopwvtos Kal éTépav opa@vTos. 5 


46. Ibid. xx. 20 (R. Iv. 339; L. 11. 258). 


ce) \ U ‘ 
Tocavta kal mpos tov “‘Hpaxdréwvos Aoyov eltrovtTos To 
‘Ek tof matpdc to¥ AlaBdAOY avtl tod "Ex THs ovalas Tod 


10. 
to ovre. 

45.1,2. é« ris ovclas Tob diaBddov] 
With this and the preceding fragment 
we must compare Hipp. Refut. vi. 34, 
éx THs UAKIS ov Kal diaBorixys éroln- 
oev 0 Anoupyds tais Wuxats Ta oW- 
para, and 6 UdKds, POapros, adrédeLos, 
éx THs StaBodtsx7s ovolas memhacpévos. 
The close connection of idx} and 
SiaBoktx) is exactly reproduced in 
these fragments of Heracleon, where 
the d:aBor.x} is contrasted with the 
mvevpatixy and yuxyixn, a8 a third 


ovdé must probably be altered 


class, different in kind. It thus takes 
the place usually assigned to the 
vx. See also Irenaeus, and Ezx- 
cerpta ex Theod, 48. 

8. doyixwv ovclay] Cf. Hippolytus’s 
account of the projection of the 70 
Aéyou. It is not necessary to alter the 
Ms. reading, but it is very probably an 
error of assimilation (due to the pre- 
ceding genitive), for Aoy:cyp. 

46. 2,3. od daBddov] This seems 
the only reading that will make sense. 
The rod warpos of the ms. is doubtless 
due to the preceding éx rod warpés. 


tn 


Le | 
iS 7} 


20 


Cy 
an 


30 
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dtaBorou cipjnobw. mdr. eis To Tac émiymiac TOY TaTpdc 
YMO@N GEéAeTE TrOIEIN StacTéANETAaL, NEyov Tov S4dBorov py 
Every OéAXnpa, arr errtOuulas. Kal éudaiverar avTobev 
TO adtavontov Tov Aoyou' OérXew yap Ta Tovnpa was av TIS 
Om“oNoynoas éxetvov. auvakets 5é Kal avros, et kal él Tod 
mapovros év mpoxeipw ovK éxopev trapabécOar, ef trou év TH 
ypady To OérXeuv err rod SiaBoXrov Téraxtat. Mera raird 
dnow 6 ‘Hpaxréwv ws dpa Taira eipnras ov mpos tous 
pucet tod StaBerov viors Tovs yotKxovs, GAAA TpOsS 
TovS WuxeKods, Oéces viods StaRdrou yivopévous, ad 
dv tH dvoes Sivavtrai tives cal Oéoes viol Oeod ypn- 
paricalt Kat gdnoi ye bre Tapa ro nyamrnnévas tac 
éni@ymiac Tov dsaBorXou Kal TOIEIN TéxXVAa OUTOL TOD 
StaBorovu yivovras, ov duvaet TotovToL ovTes. Kal Sca- 
orédreTat ws dpa Tpiya@s Set axovety THS KaTa TéKVa 
Ovopacias, mpwTtov dicet, Sevtepov youn, Tpitov 
afia. nal dros pév, dnolv, dort To yevunbev Umd Tivos 
yevyntov, 6 cat Kupiws Tréxvov Kadreitas yvopn 46, 
Ore TO OéXHma TLs TOLMY TLVOS 54a THY EaUTOD yYopn), 
Téxvov éxelvov o8 wovet TO OérXnpa Kadrettae’ akla 
5é cal 5 Néyovrat tives FEeNNHC Téxva Kal oOKOTOUS 


’ \ ow \ 2 a ! ‘ 
kal avoplas, kal Sdhewv Kal EYIANON TENNHMATA’ OU 


Cf. Mt. 
xxiii. 15, 
83. 


yap yevva, nol, rdira tTiva TH éavtav pvae’ POopo- 


Told yap Kal avarjioxovta Tovs éwBrAnGévtas eis 

’ ‘ ’ 2 3 . \ 2 , ’ 
autd, adr éei érpakav ta éxeivwv Epya Tékva av- 
Tov elpntrar. roravtny 5& Svactorny Sedwxas ovdé nal 
OmTécov amo TaV ypapav TapenvOncato TH idiav Sinynor. 
elrrotev 8 av mpos avTov, 6tt ei pn pvoet, GAN akia reEen- 
NHC Téxva ovopatetas Kai axdTous Kal avoutas, POopo- 


6 adiavdnrov] Stavdnrov. 


2, 3 rov diaPdAov] Tov rarpos. 
Erxouey (ut videtur). 
7d Tocov. 80 atig] délas. 


6. ddtavdyrov] This necessary cor- 
rection of his exemplar was made by 
the scribe of Cod. Venetus. Cod. 
Regius retains the mistake. 

23. Aéyovra:] Hore again the scribe 
of Cod. Ven. has made a necessary 
alteration. 


23 Aéyovrar] Aéyerat. 


8 oper] 
28, 29 xad’ dxocov] xara 


25. ravtra twa] rabra of course is 
subject, twa object. Cf. below ovx 
bre yerva twas 6 SidBoros. The in- 
sertion of roatra (Cod. Venetus after 
radra) is not necessary, though per- 
haps it simplifies the sentence. 


7—2 
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mola yap TavTa Kal dvarioKxovTa padrovy rep ouve- 
Eph. ii. 3. oravra, mas 6 [latXos dnot tov To Heda ycel TéKNa dprAc 
GC KAI O1 AOITION ; 7) AeyéTwoav nuiy ws OUK ETT avadwTLKOV 
Kat padota Kat avtoy POopotosoyv 7 Opyn, Hs TEKNA HME- 35 
0d. marw dno ore Téxva tod StaBorov viv révyer 
TovTous, ovy STL yevva Tivas 6 StaBoXros, arr Sre 
le) 4 A € , > A 
Ta épya tov SsaBerovu TrotodvtTes wpotwOnoay auvT@. 
moom 8 BéATLOV Tepl TavTwv tav Tod SiaBordou Téxvwv 
Jo. viii.41. rodTo atrodalvec Oar, ws dpovouvpévwy avt@ To TToiein TA Epra 40 
aytoy, cat ov dia thy ovolav nal THY KaTacKeEUnY THY 
xapis éprwn Téxvoy SiaBorov xpnpatiovrwp ; 


32, 33 cunmoravra] cue” ra (sic). 35 4 dpyh js] 7 épyns. 


47. Ibid. xx. 22 (R. Iv. 345; L. 11. 264). 


nee € r.) A 9 a ?> a 3 ‘ 2 » 9 , 
Jo, viii. 44. Hyets pév ovv tod ’EN TH AAHOEIA OYK ECTHKEN AKOVOpLEY 
9 e , 4 3 / SQA \ a7 
ovxy ws pvc ToLavTnY éudaivoytos, ovde TO advvaTov Trepl 
nwa e , > A ? 9 / U € e 
tov éotnkévar avtov év adnOeia tapiotaytes. 6 5é ‘Hpa- 
Kréwv eis TavTA pnot TO OU yap ex THs adnOeias Hh Hvats 
> b ] “A 9 b ] 9 la! 9 “ > ¢ 9 
€otly avrov, aXX ex Tod évavtlov TH adrnOela, Ex 5 
, \ 3 , \ \ oo A 9 2s 
wravns Kal ayvolas. 840, dno, odTE OTHVAaL év adn- 
Ocia ovte oxetiv év avT@ adnOerav Sivatas, ex THs 
avtod guaews tdtov Exwv TO Weddos, hucixds pt 
Suvdpevos more adnOetav citretv. Déyer 8 Ste OU povos 
autos WevaoTtns €oTtlv, adAa Kal 6 TatHp avTod, idlws 10 
TaTnp avTov éxr\apBavov tHv diorv avdrod, éeirep 
éx wravns Kal wevapuatos aouvéactyn. tadta 8 bra 
pvetat tov diaBorov travros woyou Kal éyKAnpatos Kal 
e ‘\ ’ 
péurpews’ ovdels yap evdoyws dv WéEar 7} éyxadéoas fh pépu- 
ato TO pn TwepuKdTs Mpds ta Kpeittova. atuyns ody 15 
pandrov 7 Werros 0 SiaBodros Kara Tov ‘Hpaxréwva éorw. 


2 o5e] odre. 14,15 péupacro] udupacre rd. 16 Wexros] Yeveros 
(ut videtur). 


85. % dépy7 is] This emendation — teration of the ms. reading. 
satisfies the requirement of the con- 41. xaracxeviy] Cf. Frag. 33. 
text best, while it involves least al- 
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48. Ibid. xx. 30 (R. Iv. 359; L. 11. 290). 


‘O pévroe ye “Hpaxdéwv ro *Ectin 6 ZHT@N Kal KPINODN Jo. viii. f 
ovK avadépes emt Tov mwatépa, ToravTa Aéywov' ‘O ZHTON Kal 
KPINWN €oTly 6 ExXOLK@Y pe, O UTNPETNS O Els TOUTO 
TETAYMEVOS, O MH EIKA THN MAYAIPAN DOPON, 6 EKAIKOC Rom. xi 
Tov Baciréws. Moons S€é éotev odtos, cada rpoei- 
pnkev avtots réywov Eic On Ymeic HATIcaTE. elt’ érre- Jo. v. 4E 
ghépes Ste ‘O KpiINWN Kal xoralwv éoti Mawons, Tov- 
TéEgTLY AUTOS O vopmobéTys. 


SA 


kal meTa TOUTO pos éavTOV 
ématopel 6 ‘Hpaxréwv Aéywov' las ovv ov NEvyEet THN 

IOKPICIN TTACAN Tapadedoabat avT@; Kai vomitwy AVELY 

N 3 \ A / “a lA e \ \ 
tnv avOutroghopav radra dyno Karas Neves, 6 yap KpLTNS 
ws uUmnpéTns TO OéXNMA TOUTOV TOLaY Kpivel, baoTeEp 
kat él trav avOperwv daivetras yivopevov. mas &é 
GAw Tevl avatiOnor thy Kpiow Ws UTrobeerTép@ TOD YwTHpo 

; now THY Kplow os pe Tipos, 
> oe / A a 32@9 e/ 9 A , 

15 Kal’ 0 vopiter, TS Anpsoupy@, ovd otw amrodelEar Suvarat, 
capes yeypappévouv Tod OYA rdp 6 TlATHP KPINE! OYAENA AAAA Jo. v. 23 
THN KPICIN TIACAN AEAWKE TH yi@, Kal Tov EZoycian EAwken Jo. v. 2% 
AYT@ KPICIN TIOIEIN, OT! YIOC AN@paTTOY ECTIN. 


5 ovros] otrws. 


49, CLEM. ALEX. Eclog. Prophet. § 25, p. 995 (ed. Potter), 


‘O "Iwavyns dyoiv ore’Ero men YMSC YAaTI BaTITizw, épyeTai Cf. Mt. 
Aé MOY OTTICW O BaTTTIZWN YMAC EN TINEYMATI Kal TTYPI. 


, ov ll. 
Tupt O€ Te, ii, 
9 a 9 4 
ovdeva éBamticev. 


éviot 5é, ws pnow ‘Hpaxré€wv, rupli ta 
OTa TaV odpayilCouevwy KaTETnpNnVayTO, OUTWS aKOVoaVTES 
TO ATOOTOALKOY. 


qn 


4 xareonmhvavro] KaTeonunwaro. 


48. 6. Amlcare] No authority for indeed, we may see a reference to 


the aorist in the text of S. John is 
quoted by Tischendorf. 

15. rq Anuoupyg] Apparently He- 
racleon must have spoken of Moses 
as a type of the Demiurge. Origen 
has refuted more of Heracleon’s com- 
ments, than he has quoted: unless, 


this identification in the words adrds 
6 vomobérns. 

49.1. It is not easy to determine 
how much of Heracleon is embodied 
in this section of Clement. It seems 


however probable that we should only 


assume a reference to a practice 


Cf. Ic. xii. 
8—11. 
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50. CrieM. ALEX. Strom. Iv. 9, p. 595 (ed. Potter). 


Tovrov é&nyoupevos Tov toTrov ‘Hpaxréwv, 6 THs Ovarev- 
rivov axorns Soxiuetatos, Kata réEw pyoiv “‘Oporoyiav 
elvac Thy pev dv TH lores Kal toduTeta, Thy Oé ev 

a ¢ A 9 9 ae a Y “A > 
hovn. 1 wéev ovy év davy oporoyta cal éwi trav é£ov- 
TLaV yivetal, Hv povny, dynolv, Gmoroylay nyodvras 
elvat of TodXol, ovxX Vytas. Suvavtat 5 TavTHY THY 
¢€ e e \ € A 9 9 27OQ9 
Ooporoylav nal of vroKxpital cporoyetv. adr ovd 

e , ® e A 9 V4 ar 9 
evpeOnaoetas ovtos 0 AdYyOS KADONLK@S ELpNMEVOS’ OV 
yap wavtes of cwlopevot GporOynoav thy Sta THS 
gdwvns dmoroyiav nat éEnrOov, éF av MartOaios, Pi- 
NLTITOS, Owpds, Acvis cal GArXot ToArAAOL Kal éoTev 
n Sua tTHS hovyns dporoyia ov KaGoArLK), GNAG pepLKn’ 
Kabortnn Sé, hv viv Aéyet, THY ev Epyots Kal mpakeot 
KaTaAAnAOLS THS Els aUTOV MlaTews. Eretas Sé TAUTH 
TH Omoroyia kal n pmeptxn y ew Ta éEovatay, av Sén 
Kalo NOYOS aipH. Sporoynoet yap ovTOS Kal TH Pawvh, 
opOas Wpooporoynoas mpotepov TH Stabécer. Kal 
Karas ert Trav OforoyovvtTap, En émol elrev, él be 


1 rdérov] tpdrov. 


mentioned by Heracleon. If not, the 
sentence which immediately follows 
in the Eclogae must be his citation 
of a divergent version of Matt. 111. 10. 
On the whole however it seems more 
natural to refer it to Clement him- 
self, as also the remainder of the 
section, though it might possibly be 
regarded as containing Heracleonic 
doctrine. We can hardly therefore 
quote the continuation of this passage 
as proof that Heracleon read éa- 
xadapat. 

For the text of Fragments 49 and 
50 I have collated the Florence ms. 
of Clement’s Stromateis and Eclogae, 
and noted its variants in the digest. 

50.1. Clement, after quoting this 
passage, expresses his approval of it, 
only remarking that Heracleon has 


overlooked the fact that a confession 
which involves the penalty of death 
is a sufficient test of sincerity. The 
history of North Africa however may 
possibly justify Heracleon’s opinion. 

It may be well to state that we 
have no evidence, besides that con- 
tained in the words rodrov éfyyoumevos 
Tov rérov, a8 to whether Heracleon 
wrote a Commentary on 8. Luke. 
The ms. reading rpérov is interesting, 
but, as in Clement a long quotation 
immediately precedes the words, it 


‘must be merely a scribe’s error for 


Téqrov. 

11. Aevis] For the early distinction 
of Levi from Matthew, of. Origen c. 
Celsum i. 62, unless indeed the 
reading mentioned there by Origen 
is a.variant for Oaddatov (Mo. iii. 18). 
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A 9 / 4 > 4 / e \ a 
T@V apvoupévanv, TO Emé TpoaéOnxey. OUTOL Yap Kav 


A A @€ Xx 4 > \ 3 a > A a 
20 T7) pavn OmohOYHNTWAOLY AVUTOV, ApvovuvTaL AVTOV TH 


25 


30 


ampakes un Opmoroyovvres. povot & év avT@ opono- 
yovow ot év TH Kat avTov 6poroyla Kal mpaker 
Buovvtes, év ols cal autos dpmoroyel évetrdnpméevos 
avTois Kal éydmevos UmO ToUTMD. 
¢c ‘ 9 / f) ‘ 9 a \ 9 A e \ 
EAYTON OVOEéTOTE AYNATAI’ apvodyTat 5é aUToV of m7 
v ? ’ A b) \ ae rat > ’ bd b] \ 
OvTES EV AUT®@. Ov yap eimrev “Oc ApNHCeETal ey épmol 
9 > 9 ‘ 9 / A 9 9 A 9 A 
aXrX *Emé. ovdels yap wore wv év autT@ apveitar 
avTov. TO dé EMMpOCcOEN TON ANOPWITWN, Kal TOV TO- 
Comévwr Kai Tov €Ovixay bé 6potiws, wap ols péev cal 
A / b \ \ al “a / > ’ 
TH WedtTeia, Tap ols dé Kal TH Pwvy. Seomep Apnu- 
cacOal avToy ovdérote Suvavtat, apvobvtat 5é avrov 
@ N 4 b] ? A A A ee , 
ol yn OvTEes Ev auvT@. Taira pev 0 Hpaxdrewv. 


24 avdrots] avdrovs. 


51. Puotius Ep. 184 (ed. Rich. Montacutius), "Iwavvy 


TpwTooTabapiw Kat TOWT ; ) erikAnv Xpvao- 
p pip K pwrovotapim To érixAnv Xpuoo 


xépyn (Ep. 60, ed. Baletta). 


Ovdé yap ef’ UBpe cal SiaBorR Tod vowov to ‘H yapic 
Ad Kal AAHOEIA AY “IHcoy Xpicto¥ éréneTo Tots evaryryeAtKois 
Gecpois trepinppooev. ‘Hpaxréwv ydp dv ovtws elmrou Kat 
ot traides “Hpaxréwvos. 


51.1. I have given the full title, 
a8 mpwrocraddpios is not sufficiently 
distinctive as a description of the 
recipient of an Epistle from Photius. 
The same letter is also found in his 
Amphilochia, 246. 

3. This reference to Heracleon is 


interesting, as extreme antagonism to 
the law does not seem to have been 
characteristic of him (see Frag. 20). 
Perhaps his followers may have de- 
veloped this line of Gnosticism more 
than their master. 


Stomep ApNHcac@al 2 Tim. ii. 


1 
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ADDITIONAL NOTES. 


A. HERACLEON AND VALENTINUS. 


The extant Fragments of Valentinus offer some points of comparison with those 
of Heracleon, especially with regard to language and terminology, which can be 
most conveniently discussed in an Additional Note. I follow the order in which these 
Fragments are given in Hilgenfeld’s collection (Ketzergeschichte, p. 298), and have 
adopted his text where I quote from them. I have also given references to the 
pages of Potter’s edition of Clement of Alexandria. 

1, Clem. Alex. Strom. u. 8, p. 448. Valentinus is speaking of the terror 
which came upon the Angels (of the Demiurge) at the utterances of the man whom 
they had created (éxelvov rod rAdopuaros). These were due to Him who had placed 
in man the seed of the higher essence (da rdv dopdrws év alrw omépua Sedwxbra ris 
dyw0ev ovclas). Compare Heracleon’s explanation of the ‘forty and six years’ 
(Frag. 16), rhv trv rouréore 7d wracpa...7d dv TH eudvohpart owépya. Heracleon 
has retained the terminology of his master. With the Angels compare Frag. 36, of 
THs olkovoulas ayyedot, dc ay ws weotTay éorapn kal averpapy. Valentinus goes on to 
speak of an”Av@pwros in whose name Adam was formed; this may perhaps throw 
some light on the important position assigned to “Ay@pwmos in Heracleon’s account 
of the two viol rod dv@pwdov (Frag. 35). 

2. Clem. Alex. Strom. 11. 20, p. 488. The expulsion of ‘ every evil spirit’ from 
the heart of man reminds us of Heracleon’s interpretation of the words 'O ¢Hros rod 
olkov gov kataddyeral we as being spoken éx mpoocuwrov rév éxBrAnbévrwv kal avadwhéy- 
Twv ord To Zwrnpos duvduewy (Frag. 14): and with the words évuBptévrwy éxiOv- 
#lats compare Heracleon’s description of the former life of the Samaritan woman, 
évuBpifoudvyn Kal aberounévn xal éyxaradermouévy (Frag. 18), On wrodd\Gv satudrwy 
olxnTiptoy see the note on Frag. 20 (p. 77). 

3. Clem. Alex. Strom. 111. 7, p. 538. The Docetism of this Fragment should be 
compared with Heracleon’s teaching on the Spa tdiov of the Lord (Frag. 31), and 
the healing of the Ruler’s son (Frag. 40); but the question of Heracleon’s Docetism 
has been discussed in the Introduction (p. 46). 

4, Clem. Alex. Strom. tv. 13, p. 603. With {w7 alwmos and the victory of its 
children over @Oopd, compare Frag. 17 aldvios yap 4 {wh adrod kal undéwore POeipo- 
wévn. The distinction between xéopos and xriccs in the last sentence of Valentinus, 
dray yap Tov wéev Kéopov AUyTe, adrol dé uy Karad’nade, xupevere THs xrloews Kal THs 
pOopas amaons, is explained by Frag. 20, where Heracleon speaks of the xécpos as the 
world of the Devil, and connects xricts with the x7lerys or Demiurge, whom the 
Jews worshipped. 
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5. Clem. Alex. ibid. As this is the most important Fragment of Valentinus 
in the present connexion, it may be well to quote his words in full. 

‘Oxdcov edarrwv 7 elxwv Tod fwvros mpoowrov, ToTovTOY joowy 6 KOgMos TOU (wyTos 
aldvos. rls ov alrla ris elxdvos; peyakwotvyn Tol rporwmou raperxnpevov THY Suwypady 
rov rimov, Wa rinOy dt dvdouaros avrov. ob yap avdevrixws ebpéOn poppy}, adda 7d 
Svoua exdipwoev 7d vorephoay ev wAdce. auvepyel Sé Kal 7d Tov Bod doparov els rlarw 
Tou wemAacpévou. 

Here 6 xoopos is used in its wider sense. The meaning of the Fragment must 
be that as the likeness is inferior to the living person, so is the world (created 
by the Demiurge) less than the living Aeon. The greatness of the archetype is the 
cause of the copy; and the ‘name’ of the archetype supplies what is deficient 
in the copy. The use of alwy, contrasted with xédcyos, recalls Heracleon’s usage of 
the word, as equivalent to the Pleroma, or more generally, the spiritual sphere ; see 
Fragg. 1, 18 and 22. Compare especially the phrases in 22, 6 év aldvi cal of odv airy 
€XOdvres and éwelrep elkdves ovrot (8c. of "Iovdaior) rav év re wAynpwuare alr@p elvac 
voulfovrat. 

The terminology which Clement uses in his explanation of this Fragment of 
Valentinus is of more importance. His interpretation of it appears to be as follows; 
7 elxwv =the Demiurge, Sophia’s r\dcpua created to give glory to the Father : rd {av 
xpéowrov =the Father, the True God: {wypagos=Sophia. [As the Demiurge is 
inferior to the Father, so is the xécuos to the living Aeon.] The Demiurge is an 
elxwy (of the Father) as being dwo évds, the production of Sophia. The offspring of 
& oufvyla are not elxdves but rAnpwyara (cf. Excerpta ex Theod. § 32). The next 
sentence is hardly intelligible. But the words 7d éugvonua rov dtapépovros rvevpuaros, 
h éx pecdrynros puxh, and db éumveirac ty yux7y, shew great similarity of substance 
with the teaching of Frag. 16; and the use of wA7jpwyua immediately recalls Hera- 
cleon’s use of it to represent the ‘ husband’ of the Samaritan woman (Frag. 18). It 
is impossible to tell whether Clement has made use of the writings of Valentinus in 
his explanation of that part of them which he quotes, and apparently misunder- 
stands. But if it is so, some of Heracleon’s most peculiar terminology was derived 
from his master. 

6. Clem. Alex. Strom. v1. 6, p. 767. Beyond the implied restriction of 7 éxxA7- 
ala to the mvevparixol (cf. Frag. 25 etc.) this Fragment offers no further points 
for comparison, and the same is the case with the remaining Fragments of 
Valentinus. 

Thus a detailed comparison of the language used by Heracleon and Valentinus 
reveals linguistic affinities which thoroughly agree with the supposition adopted in 
the Introduction (p. 38) that Heracleon did not materially alter the system of 
Valentinus. 


B. THe EXCERPTA EX THEODOTO. 


When I was in Florence last December (1890), I made use of the opportunity to 
collate the two Fragments of Heracleon which are contained in the Stromateis and 
Eclogae Propheticae of Clement, and also the whole of the Excerpta ex Theodoto. 
As I have had occasion to quote the Excerpta frequently in my notes I have thought 
it worth while to append in an additional note the few variants which Dindorf has 
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not noticed in his digest. But he has either adopted in his text or noticed prac- 
tically all the variants from Migne’s text which are of any value. 


Dindorf, vol. 111. p. 425 1.15 perd rav , ris ins, éx intra lin. 
426 1.10 ov rols 
429 1.11 dredAngdorwy dreAnporwrp (sic) 
4341.3 Ovarevrimavol Ovaderriviayov 


4361.8  dparaz épare 

4411.19 ywoloas xwphoas (2 corr. ) 
445 1.22 danxvevoay dvarvevoa 

450 1.30 poppwhdrres poppwlévras 

452 1.20 éorn o eras. 

4531.13 ry TO 

453 1.14 éAlyou éXlyov 


C. ON THE TEXT OF FRAGMENT 24. 


To judge from the conjectural emendations which have been suggested, the text 
of the latter part of this fragment offers a problem of great difficulty. The attested 
text of the sentence beginning ’AXN’ ob>~x dpdow is as follows: 


"AMN’ ob dpdow (12) 57 wavrds (13) Kal rww abrav Sexrixdy. 


It is important to start from this, as all conjectural restorations seem to have 
been based upon the words ray évavrlwy, which have no manuscript authority 
whatever, and are only a guess of the ‘“‘emendator”’ in the margin of the Bodleian, 
who introduces his suggestions with the word fcws, and is certainly later than 
the other emendator, who uses the word rdxa. 

Origen’s argument seems to be as follows. Is it not doeBes to call the spiritual 
worshippers, whom Heracleon has just called adulterers (in that he has just said 
that the Samaritan woman zvevparixys picews odca has committed adultery), énoo0- 
oor with God? Heracleon and his followers do not see that, etc. But if the rvevpa- 
Tikh dtois being duoovcros with God could commit adultery, impious deductions 
follow from their argument concerning God. The impious deduction is clearly 
something equivalent to déxera: 6 Oeds 7d wopvetoa. Origen refutes the position of 
Heracleon, that God and the srvevzatixol are duoovco.w by a reductio ad absurdum 
through two syllogisms : 


(1) major. (?) 
minor. God and the xvevparixh diors are duootora : 
.. God and the wv. dicts are ray avrov Sexrixd. 
(2) major. God and the wv. picts are rav abruv Sexrixa: 
minor. The rv. dicts édétaro 7d wopveioa: 
-. God déyera: 7d ropvetom: (for if the rv. gic. édéfaro, then it is 
dexrixdy of that which it édétaro). 


This seems to be the strict argument, though of course it is stated more con- 
cisely in Origen, some of the terms being suppressed. 
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The only major which will suit the 1st syllogism seems to be ra épuoovc1a Tuv 
avraw dexrixd. I would therefore propose to read, [lav 7d épuoovcrov xal Trav adrov 
dexrixéy, This preserves the rwy avrwy which is attested by all the mss., rwy évav- 
riwy having, a8 was noticed before, no ms. authority. 

Ferrarius gave up the sentence as hopeless, and does not translate it (see Huet’s 
edition: Delarue has here apparently introduced his own translation into that of 
Ferrarius). His (?) translation of the following words (ei 5¢ é5éfaro...@eo0) ‘Quod si 
[Heracleon ac sui sequaces] admiserint spiritualem naturam quae sit eiusdem essen- 
tiae [cum divina et undequaque beata natura ut ipsi tradunt] meretricari, profana 
et impia et irreligiosa sequuntur rationem ipsorum,’ gives the sense of the sentence, 
but can hardly be intended for a literal translation. Thus no help is to be got 
from him. Delarue’s note may be quoted as an example (perhaps not a fair one, 
as it is worse than most) of the treatment which the text has received at his 
hands :— 

“Codd. Bodl. et Barb. éxreropveuxévar. Regius wemropyevxévac. Mox Codex Bod- 
leianus habet ‘‘’AXN’ obx dpwow of raira AéyovTes, S7t mayTds Tuy évavytiwy Kal Tw 
avrav Sexruxdv. El dé édtaro 7d ropvetoar } mvevmarixh vats, Ouoovaros ovca Ty d-yev- 
wiry dvdova &c. sicque sanitati omnia restituuntur. Modo pro xal ray airwy legas 
kal 7d avro.” 

Codex Regius reads éxwemopvevxévat. All the marginal suggestions of the 
Bodleian ms. are set down as if they occurred in its original text. 

How ‘omnia sanitati restituuntur’ by reading 7d a’rvd for rv atraw I cannot 
see. God and the mvevyarixh dicots would hardly even by the impious Heracleon 
be called 7rd atré. The point is not that 7d adrd is Sexrixdy Trav évayrlwy. The only 
deduction from this and the following sentence would be that God being (?) identical 
with the rvevuarixy pivots is capable of contrary things to what it is capable of, i.e. 
I suppose 7d 47 ropyveiou, which Geduction is not dyécvov. The point is rather 
that God and the wv. dvats, being 6uoovcra, are Twv airwy dextixd. Sense can be 
extracted from Grabe’s conjecture, adopted by Hilgenfeld, 67: wavrds xadod 7d 
xvetua Kal rwv évavriwy ov Sexrixéy. The argument would then be I suppose somc- 
what as follows. Td mveiua is not dexrixdy of good and evil at the same time. 
The avevparixh pvots éd€faro 7d xaxév: therefore it cannot déyecOa: ro addy: and 
therefore God, being duoovcros with it, is not dexrixds rod xadov, and is therefore 
Sexrixds Tuy evayriwy i.e. of evil. But the objections to it are insuperable: (a) It 
makes Origen guilty of unparalleled obscurity. (8) It has no support whatever 
from the mss. (y) It is based on the unfortunate conjecture ray évayriwy, (5) It 
would require roi évayriov. (ce) It makes 7rd rvebua=7 rvevparixh pvors. 
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